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tuwm % rinifuiT (rqn itarptet ~mt ^ wfitflras 

Statutory Orders ahd Notifications issued bythe Mlnistrtw of the Government of Indio 
(Other than the Ministry of Defence) 


t^TrT 

(anfSrat fhemr) 

(dflfcmnttn) 

^ f<wf}, 13 2006 

■5RTo3TTo i676.- 7 ftm,'^TT^'^ (tt 

1962 4 (1) KtT TTfamf MPT 

w&k, sft Tpnmm tn&, 

19-4-2006 ^ ^ srafa ^ fart, *mr 18-4-2009 m;, 

^ }VHd 3T^r^Tl T^s ft 'n^fT % 

37f«R^r % ^Rcft ii 


MINISTOV of finance 

(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(BANKING DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

_S.O. 1676. —In exercise of the powers conferred 

under regulation 4 (1) of Goa, Daman and Diu (Banks 
Recoristruction) Regulations, 1962, the Central Government 
hereby appoints Shri Venkatesh Ganpatrao Hegde, 
Assistant General Manager (SMGS-V) in the State Bank of 

India, as the Custodian of Banco National Ultramarino and 

: • •- } * •• 

Caixa Economica deGoa w.e.f. (9-4-2006, for a period of 
three years i.e. upto 18-4-2009. 

[F. No. 66 (l)/2006-BO-ITj 
ASHOK KUMAR, Under Secy. 


[RJT. ri. 66 (1 )/2006-^-II] 
St^^TRlT, SmVifeR 


1215 Gl/ 2006 
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3^ferft, 13 2006 


TABLE 


^JTo3TTo 1677.—7*713 (SUllP^d 37*41 Pi <4 
35t 37^4333, 1971 (1971 35T 40) 35t 3R7 3 ST7T 

7733 mffrwTf 33 sfe 3574 igs sfa fer 35 9-4-90 % w 

1377 3nf$i35 «6i4 fern, (^Pm snnn) 34 

37fa7J33T 4o 13/5/89-4t3it-m 7731 dcWIcfftHW 9-3-1996 
34 *tKd % <i»is^ "4 yohlHfld 3Prf^tj^ii TTo 357o37To 4° 632 
7737 1^3735 18-2-2005 % ^To^o TTo J11 35T 37f335*F3 
3574 ^rtx, 44 3ify*M'ui 4 3-3 «n4f % r-H^iq, fe4 fen 

337 "^TT ^t 4 45 fer ssl-s f\3T *1*11 o, *K°bK, 
U.d^KI, ■H<4>K % 715*791377 37f3«bi0 % HK % 7793535 3lf4- 
35t 4 *t4 97 fdHf^fe 7TTT4t % 35M9 (1)4 'dfeffe 
3if395i4 34 3tM439 % TfetR % fe; 77*931 3if995i4 

%^ 4 ^Trft 14t 7TR4t % (2) 4 dfef^d 

m+>\(\ 73T3t' 4> #1 4 3377 SlfqfWT 3TTI 97 3935 3T9t3 
*h*-h^i 3if4^Tft4t 34 y^n 5fil«w4l 35T y41 j i <*>41 4k 414 

9H ^fsqf *4 tj^t 3541 : 

TIHufi 


3Tf^eM<] 351 H^ilH *K3>I<I 73 I'll 34 4f491 71*11 

49if935TT 34 T9f3t9 4krr4 


39 H6iy«i995 

43T3d4Ufe3(, 
W3 ifirafel, TgZfi 


4*n 435, Pw*i 9919 3519499, 
4t, % T3lPMr3 9 t4/3934 
4414 cncr) 391 3i4> y^llflffdct) 

fem 9 t 4 tpj 4 97777 4 fen 

FIR 


[951. 4. 13/2/2005-4t#-n] 
373195 <J9R, 3T37 7Tf99 


New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1677 .—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Section 3 of Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1971 (40 of 1971) and in supersession of 
the notification of the Government of India in the Ministry 
of Finance, Department of Economic Affairs (Banking 
Division) No. 13/5/89-BO-HI dated 9-4-90 and subsequent 
notification published in the Gazette of India under S.O. 
No. 632 dated 9-3-1996 and S.O. No. 711 dated 18-2-2005 
except in respect of things done or omitted to be done 
before such supersession, the Central Government hereby 
appoints the officer mentioned in column (1) of the Table 
below, being officer equivalent to the rank of a Gazetted 
Officer of Government to be Estate Officer for the purposes 
of the said Act, who shall exercise the powers conferred 
and perform the duties imposed on the Estate Officers by. 
or under the said Act In respect of the public premises 
specified in column (2) of the said table : 


Designation of the Categories of public premises 

Officer and local limits of jurisdiction 

Premises situated any where 
owned by/belonging to, and 
under the administrative 
control of the Dena Bank 
having Head Office at 
Mumbai 

[F.No. 13/2/2005-BO-1T) 
ASHOK KUMAR, Under Secy. 
19 s4k7, 2006 

35T. 3 T 7 . 1678.—495 (995*7 93 M=t4 u 1 <sh« 59) 
#331, 1970 %73Tr§ 3 % (1) % 771*7 9fe7T 

efrMdl (39shH) '357 3749 99 4cK g l) 37f9l4«HH, 1970 94 *7T7! 
9 94 399T7T (3) % (79) 5171 959 7Tfe4f "337 99f5 

9574 |RT, 77795R, ■Q^g’TTT, 44 9^ dlPrbbl % 33feT 

2 4 PdPdf^ fefef CR37TFT Tt^TSf 4 3^4 3TOT 3TK7T 

44 7735 37*73T 3-1^ fet 431FPT 4 37fsf3>74 34 7^4 7735, 

^t 4 4 4) 4t 3^4 4,35fer 1 4 fefe 434 4, 3 t43 3 
4 fefe oqpcwq)' 45 T3T3 37, 14<7T35 % ?3 4 3lf37T 
35777t 4 : 



77773ft 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

435 37fqf5 

*4 7775°T 337T3T, 
4443735, 
fe M3K73, 

4feT 33FT, 

3P7 333, 

3^ fevlt 

^■qto 3t%3T 

3#737eT 435 37735 

^4t 3to 3tfe7T, 

4t 3t4?T 

35134 

f447735, 
fe 43^73, 
4feT33FT, 

4t33 3t3 333 , 

3^ fevft 



[357. 4. 9/11/2004-4t34-I] 
4to3to f4g, 3737 77f33 

New Delhi, the 19th April, 2006 


S.O. 1678.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3 of the 


The Dy. Gen. Manager 
(Legal Services), 

Dena Bank, 

Dena Corporate Centre, 
Head Office, Mumbai 
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Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970 the Central Government, hereby 
nominate the persons specified in column 2 of the table 
below as Directors of the Banks specified in column 1 
thereof m place of the persons specified in column 3 of the 
said table, with immediate effect and until further orders or 
till they cease to be an officer of the Ministry of Finance, 
whichever is earlier:— 



TABLE 


1 

2 

3 

Bank of 
Maharashtra 

ShriTarunBajaj, 

Director, 

Ministry of Finance, 
Banking Division, 
Jeevan Deep Building, 
New Delhi 

Ms. P. Bolina 

Oriental Bank 

Ms.P.Bolina, 

Shri Yogesh 

of Commerce 

Director, 

Ministry of Finance, 
Banking Division, 
•Jeevan Deep Building, 
New Delhi 

Chandra 


[F. No. 9/11/2004-BO-I] 
G B. SINGH, Under Secy. 
■^t^rft,25 3^T,.2006 


'SFT.OT. 1679.-9R<faTfe$F 1955 ( 1955 

9723 ) sfi'm afaqrci 20 ^twircT(i) 

gRI 9grT 97 9R^ gR, *n«bK, ‘MKcfM 

fxM ^ 9R^ % 979T<^ T& $9T 3Tfr 

#o-qto *r^ (9 rr ftfa : 
7-3-1951) 9^ 999TC 9^ mftlS 3 

24050-600-26000 f9^%399919# 31-3-2011 99?3mf^, 
3(9 ^ "Sffi 3JRJ mik! 9T 3RRTT , 

ft, RRcffa % ^9 3 

*Mfll 1?l 

[97. 7T. 9/25/2005-Wt^Tt-I] 

*fto9to fRf, 3RR 

New Delhi, the 25th April, 2006 

S.O. 1679.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Section 19 and sub-section (1) of Section 
20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), the 
Central Government, after consultation with the Reserve Bank 
of India, hereby appoints Shri O.P. Bhatt (DOB: 7-3-1951) 
Managing Director, State Bank of Travancore as Managing 
Director, State Bank of India in the pay scale of Rs. 24050- 
600-26000 with effect from the date of his taking charge 
and upto 31 st March, 2011 i.e. the last day of the month in 


which he would attain the age of superannuation or until 
further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/25/2005-BO-I] 
GB.S1NGH, Under Secy. 

26 atfta, 2006 

1680. — ^9T (99*1 TTB{ 

1970/1980 8 % 3W5 (1) afk 1STO 3 % 

<m<aus (i) % mt ifea, $69 7$ ycrft ( awif 97 srfa 
TTzf 3RR®T) SlfafWT, 1970/1980 9lt 9RI 9 ^'SRVRT (3) 
% (90 gRT ufaraf 97 99t9 9R^ 

7R97T, RRflfa 3 WTTf 9?tf % l^g KT, 

*t IMSfltsK \$4\ : 15-8-1950) 9<f9R9g199*RF, 

'37f9> $f64i 4») 1 “5-2006 95) 9T 9Tg y$ u ) 

9?) wfra 3 9?) 3TT^9J9T gft 9ft TtftH 

991 31-8-2010 0*6" 9T aFT^fT , "9) 9t ft, 

* ^jpraFT aihf f7^T9J («*>i4mw+ 

% 99^ M47lfa<l)\% ^9 3 f7*J99 wt tl 

[97. U 9/14/2006-^t3Tt-I] 
* 9fto^to "pRf, 3T9T 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 2006 

/ 

S.O. 1680. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub¬ 
clause (1) of clause 8 of .the Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri 
Rajasekhara Reddy (DOB : 15-08-1950) presently General 
Manager, Bank of India, as a whole time Director 
(designated as the Executive Director) of Union Bank of 
India from the date of his taking charge on or after 01 -05- 
2006 and upto 31 -08r20!0, i.e. the date of his attaining the 
age of superannuation or until further orders, whichever is 
earlier. 

[F. No. 9/14/20Q6-BO-I} 
G B. SINGH, Under Secy. 

9^ %rft, 26 atfhr, 2006 

wr.aff. 1681 -TPSjtafKf ^Nr (tprt 99 tpUM swt) 
1970/1980 8 % ( 1 ) 3ffr -QPZ 3 % 

( I ) ^ (39ib*i¥ 97 

Trat 3RRUT) 3tfefWI, 1970/1980 9^ '*m 9 ^ "39^ (3) 
% ~ms (9?) gm IR^T 97 99 W 

TER9JK, ^ 9TT93?f %|9?«fRf, 
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Sft TTsfrsi ('jprfcTfa : 27-06-1948) %TH EFNWT 

% 3tfqr ^rr oi- 05-2006 tt 

fll-Oo 7 3frC Tfl 31FJ TfT^cT FH 

dltitsl '*T*Tf 30-06-2008 cT7> 3 h■* irrll 31%T d^h, 
# *n 7 % it, % sm f%4> 

( qq^ l dfr frfo re % *7 3 ) % ^7 R fr^T 

wt ti 

[m 7. 9/15/2006-^-1] 
■sfto^to RTF, 3T77 T&tt 
New Delhi, the 26th April, 2006 

S.O. 1681. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, 
Sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the Nationalised Banks 
(Management and Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 
1970/1980, the Central Government, after consultation with 
the Reserve Bank of India, hereby appoints Shri Rajiv 
Madhok (DOB : 27-06-1948) presently General Manager, 
Oriental Bank of Commerce, as a whole time director 
(designated as the Executive Director) of Bank of 
Maharashtra from the date of his taking charge on or after 
01-05-2006 and till 30-06-2008, i.e. the date of his attaining 
the age of superannuation or until further orders, whichever 
is earlier. 

[F. No. 9/15/2006-BO-I] 
• GB. SINGH, Under Secy. 
M forft, 26 3%, 2006 

eft 1.3TT. 1682.— d'+i (w«hJ 34«rfcl) 

7%, 1970/1980 % 3^ 3 % 37737F ( 1) 5, 6, 

Tgug 7 % 8 % Tm ( 1) % 7T*T TRET, 

4R7dl ( OT sir cff 7R 3% TTR 3TOT) 3lfafWT, 1970/1980 
^ *TRT 9 7ft (3) % <Sl u S (77) UTCT y^d 77 

31% 7R7 %% 7T77R, *FR% 3 

7TT% TRft % ^int, (7FR ftf** : 

10-03-1948) <W%deh P%*, % 3TK M^KI^ 7ft 7ft 
01 “05-2006 7ft 7T 77 ii6 u l 7)<d 7ft dlOo R 3fR 

TTTft 3tfa%?TT 7ft 3*F[ 7T7T 7R % cRF 7*IT 31-3-2008 
WF 3?*17T SFTcTT 311% % 77L # *ft 7% it, 

% % =n4md=b f%T77 %ft TRrft ti 

[77.^. 9/7/2003 -tf art-1] 
■sffo^to -Rtf, srr 7f77 
New Delhi, the 26th April, 2006 

S.O. 1682. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (a) of sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 


Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (I) of clause 3, clause-5, 
clause 6, clause 7 and sub-clause (1) of clause 8 of the 
Nationalised Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central Government, 
after consultation with the Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
appoints Shri A.V. Dugade (DOB : 10-03-1948) Executive 
Director, Bank of Maharashtra as Executive Director, Indian 
Overseas Bank from the date of his taking charge on or 
after 01 -05-2006 and till 31-03-2008, i.e. the date of attaining 
the age of superanuation or until further orders, whichever 
is earlier. 

[F. No.9/7/2003-BO-I] 
G B. SINGH, Under Secy. 

( Tr3rp3 fRTTFT) 

31% 

17 3%, 2006 

Tjpcr 

7F7T.3TT. 1683.- < 4R%W^3TRi%T, 1899 (1899 
77 2) 7ft 7KT 9 7ft ^57-TRT (1 ) 7^ (H) 'SRI 77<7 

Yif%i 77 3i% TRft irq, trttr 77 

% fSTCJJC 7ft 7TW effa cTT77, F7K WJ 77 

ttftPfcd 3171 7R7 7ft STjrrfS ■% 1?, "31) ■%" 

SKI 'jfi^ cflc) Hi<d SH TTRTl 

'^1% it ^ 3Tg7f^rT ^ %%% %T 

W ('5f0'4t0't^0-^<9cii 6) 77 «t)|< u i 

7%tl 

[7. 10/2006 i. 33/14/2006%.77.] 
31Ro -3ffo yiq-si, 3T77 TTNr 

(Department of Revenue) 

ORDER 

New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 
STAMPS 

S.O 1683.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (B) of sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Indian 
Stamp Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), the Central Government hereby 
permits The Dhanalakshmi Bank Limited, Thrissur to pay 
consolidated stamp duty of rupees three lakh seventy five 
thousand only chargeable on account of the stamp duty 
on Unsecured Redeemable Non-Convertible Subordinated 
Bonds DBL Bonds—Series VI) in the nature of Debentures 
aggregating to rupees ten crore only, to be issued by the 
said Bank. 

[ No. 10/2006-STAMP/F. No. 33/14/2006-ST] 
R.G. CHHABRA, Under Secy. 
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aan^yr 

,17 3^r,2006 

Wl«< 

W.3IT. 1684.-’*rmfa 12R StfafWT, 1899 (1899 
*pt 2).-sf»t «ircr 9 ^t^r-«nrr (i) 4 4s (tst) srcrsp^ 
?lfWA ^1 H-mVi «h*^l *K<6K 1<«^SRI ■31MRT ^ 

TTF^ 1w? frifa^S, M fecffi, =h<l-4 HdW 

^4 -grr uAfaitR^p*! a^r ^*4 3tg4cT i, 
4 fwr 5TO 28 W$, 2006 ^t^lt%^ 7TR T Tra T rra# 
^4 4 ^FHI 4 1 4 5000 tt4 fafere WTI 
(2006)4^A'44t4i 
•^raf 'q* wq 4 ?zm 3r 4 $ i 

[IT. 9/2006-4 33/15/2006-4/*.] 
3TRo 4o isi^-si, 3T^T 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 
STAMPS 

S.O. 1684. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (B) of sub-section (1) of Section 9 of the Indian 
Stamp Act, 1899 (2 of 1899), die Central Government hereby 
permits Housing and Urban Development Corporation 
Limited, New Delhi to pay consolidated stamp duty of 
rupees two crore fifty lakh only chargeable on account of 
the stamp duty on bonds described as HUDCO Bonds 
Structured Deal-II (2006) bearing distinctive numbers 
from 1 to 5000 aggregating to rupees five hundred crore 
only issued by the said Corporation on 28th March, 2006. 

[ No. 9/2006-STAMF/F. No. 33/15/2006-ST] 

RG CHHABRA, Under Secy. 

•> 

( ddJTd yj<*eh *j4-III 3u«|«m W ) 

yyt, 20 2006 

item ; 01/2006 (44£fr*) 

W.3TT.1685.-*IK<T w«*iK,4rcT*biici4 tMtq 
*0? TAerft HR! 4*1 W> 01-07-1994 4 41 Tp? STf^RJ^Tl 

RR§8[T 33, 1994 4*H ^P (A4 tf4>) 4 3T«4Pf£ IRS 

3 7f q«ff R f 41 +MlP<W ^4 ^q;, Af, TOT.3TR IFR 3TTf*T, 

"3^-3 qci^&Ki 4 7 TP :—^Kaidl 

cT^JSRT facTT "5^-412108 41 4*m?J^ arf^m 
)962 (1962 ^1 52) 41 *TRT 9 4 SPffr RT«IT 100% i&\.\ 
wn ^3K6 wRt'i 4?r 4^t Ai 4f4r tst f i 

[TPl 7T. 44 ^ (30)/272/fefrj/06] 
TTTRT.3TR RRR, STREET 


(CENTRAL EXCISE AND CUSTOMS 
PUNEIH COMM1SSIONERATE) 

Pune, the 20th April, 2006 
No. 01/2006-Customs (N.T.) 

S.O. 1685. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
on me by the Notification NO. 33/1994—-Cus (N.T.), dated 
01-07-1994, of die Government of India, Ministry of Finance, 
Department of Revenue, New Delhi under the clause (a) of 
Section 152 of the Customs Act’ 1962 (52 of 1962) Daravali 
village,; Taluka Mulshi, DisL Pune-412108 in the state of 
Maharashtra is hereby declared to be Warehousing under 
Section -9 of the customs Act, 1962 (52 of 1962), for limited 
purpose of setting up of 100% Export Oriented Unit as 
approved by the Development Commissioner, SEEPZ, 
Mumbai. 

[ F. No. VGN (30V272/EOU/06] 
A.S.R. NAIR, Commissioner 

( diNId ¥J,W* ) 

WR, 28 34h, 2006 
4. 02/#qr (T^T 4) 2006 

TST.3IT. 1686.—4RT ^P 3Tfaf4TO, 1962 41 RRF 
152 4 (r) 4 rrs wsm, t^ccr Hvmn tfsrct 

fWFT, ^ 1^4 ^Fft afrf%RJ^1T 33/94—4*0 (TRT 

4) f^TRP -5I«m 1994 4 SRPfa TP^tT 44l4* 3ST 

IPfPl ^4 ^ Af TQrffi, 3TT^T ^TK 

—fScfl‘9 Hd^gKI, VldyfdVId T«lTf9cT 

^4 4 ^ 3rfi#pm,1962 ^<1RI.9 A 

3i*n j in <h**t 4 Alcionsi Piei 4 uih 

deAltrt tltHK, 4 (^tt 4vh)^' vAPra 

<=h<di ^1 

[m 4 WT (t*H) 3oM.At. 11/05/05/^] 
^ 3TFJ3?T 

(OFFICE OFTHE COMMISSIONER CENTRAL EXCISE) 
Jaipur, the 28th April, 2006 
No. 02-Cus (NT) 2006 
CUSTOMS 

S.O. 1686. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Notification No. 33/94-^Customs (NT) dated the 
1st July 1994, of the Government of India, Ministry of 
Finance Department of Revenue, New Delhi issued under 
clause (a) of Section 152 of Customs Act, 1962 I. J. 
Chaturvedi, Commissioner of Central Excise Jaipur-II, 
hereby declare revenue village Kaniya khedi Tehsil 
Kherabad District Bhilwara in the State of Rajasthan to be 
warehousing station under Section 9 of the Customs Act 
1962 for the purpose of setting up 100% EOU. 

[ C. No. V(EOU) (30)/JP-n/05/2005/Pt] 
J. CHATURVEDI, Commissioner 
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() 

25 37^1, 2006 

^T.37T. 1687.1966 ^ 
^19) 37 3KT R^ctT 37f*RFR 3R£*T 37l7 W 7R37R $ 

RtcT-RfP^T, 77^/77-RptrUTR ST'lT 
feT-RP<<*FR-fe7FT ift f^7 26 2005 37p*77JxRT 

770 ^10300 1394 (370) ^ 3lfRsRB ^-TOR, 

$ RTF# 7^, TT^gRT, 01 
37$?T, 2006 7p ‘39^k1 RfelT «f ^TOFTT 35 c# ST^TTR ^7, 
•anfe-%rt^2f-1^ 3 PdRlddfe dlfd*)' ctf RjiR 3WKR ^ 4. 
5 Rffefl ^FRlfeT ^ VMIOpHcb 3mR 3 Wfe fi 

[ T FT. 77. ^t-20017/2/2003-Tp7 ^t] 
7^*7 ffeBt, ^7 77ffe 

MINISTRY OF SHIPPING, ROAD TRANSPORT AND 
HIGHWAYS 

(Department of Shipping) 

New Delhi, the 25th April, ^006 

S.O. 1687. —Inexercisbof the powers conferred 
by Paragraph 37 of the Seamen’s Provident Fund Scheme, 
1966 and in supersesion of the notification of the 
Government of India, Ministry of Shipping, Road Transport 
and Highways, Department of Shipping S.O. 1394(E) dated 
26th September, 2005, the Central Government, in 
consultation with the Board of Trustees of the Seamen’s 
Provident Fund hereby fixes with effect from the 1 st day of 
April, 2006, 4.5 per cent of the total of employers ’ and 
seamen’s contribution to the Seamen’s Provident Fund as 
administrative charges payable under paragraph 35 of the 
said Scheme. 

[ F. No. G-20017/2/2003-MT ] 
R. N. TRIPATHY, Dy. Secy. 

( TJ^RT atfirertT- UtKfrd ) 

18 sreta, 2006 

7ST.37T. 1688—R7T?FT77. ^-11020/2/2005-^mi 
op 3fefa Rfftf fetr ttit ii 37 ^ 7 , 2005 ^ R7T. 371. 77. 
1484 (37.) A' STfifeF feTpRl ’Sffe 3fl7 TJTffi R7T 
37f«7-^R~3TftffeR, 2005 (fe, 2005 # 37fafeR 77. 22) 
^ «JRT 5 ^SRtJRT (1) ¥ 3F£77RR i)', feT-MferH, 
77^-RfeFR 3TT7 TMRfeRfefR, Rfa-Rifel^T RrOTTf 
(^TlePT), 3TW^Ff-*7I7 cRPT ^ 97l ^1/0 71. fet c# RSTH 
R7, Sit TDfa R^TR, TR 77ffe (3TCII7H 3717 RaH-TTRTFR) 
(^TTR 77.-23716619) R7t feTFT ^ 

«F> 37f^7lffe 3Tl7.et)4'cnf<'M S i «f> R7TT77fR3i RIF^sft' 7) 
77^feT 77Rt RTR7T1 3 c7t^-7J44T-37f^7T7t =6 ^FR 3 

RRTtfcB WH fl 


(RIGHTTO INFORMATION CELL) 

New Delhi, the 18th April, 2006 

S.O. 1688. — In Partial modification of S.O. 1484(E) 
dated 11 th October, 2005 issued under File No. H-11020/2/ 
2005-Estt. and in pursuance of Sub-Section (1) of Section 5 
of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (22 of 2005), the 
Department of Shipping (Heaquarters), Ministry of 
Shipping, Road Transport & Highways hereby designates 
Shri Rajeev Kumar, Deputy Secretary (Administration & 
.Port Operation.) [Tel No. 23716619] Room No. 412, Transport 
Bhavan, New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information 
Officer (CPIO) for all matters concerning administrative 
aspects of the officers and staff of the Headquarters of the 
Department of Shipping in place of Shri T.S. Negi who has 
since relinquished his charge. 

[F. No. 1-35019/3/2005-RTT] 
S.M. KHANNA, Dy. Secy. 

19 3TSta, 2006 

^T.37T. 1689.--'TT5d77. WH020/2/2005-T«7mT 
o£ STcFftT fet f^Tti RTT PgHicf, 11 dtcfcjGK, 2005 RR.37T. 777 

1484 (37.) Tp 3TTfeF 77#RR ftT 37R 7J^R7 RR 37fa 
RR7-37feW7, 2005 (fe, 2005 $ 3rfeW7 77. 22) R^ 
SJT7I 5 R^ ^7^777 (l) R7 3FJ7777R R, RtcT-RfidfH, 
77^R7-MfetH 3717 7MMFf-*fed4, RfeRffeTR-fRRTR 

(Tggxm), 3trrt RtFf-RR trtr ^ rrIr rrtr ^ fih 

R7, 371 47RR, P^W (feT-RfeFR-f^T7T) (^7RTR 

77.-23711323) RRJ7T 77. 403, Rfe?d-TO, 110001 

TTl X(dggT71, 37cT^flR ‘SM-Rfe^T 3717 %-Tffe 3^7 
fer-ffefd 7T*7T fer-TRWB TTfpr fer-RfeFR ^ TRrfer 77R1 
TTRTcTf R ^R7 Ff^F-7Jj5R7-37pWRl ^ ^ RTRtfgB 

TRdT f| 

[TR. 77. 377^-35019/3/2006-7J5RT 3?P^R] 

R77.RR. <JR 77fe 

New Delhi, the 19th April, 2(X)6 

S.O. 1689. —In Partial modification of S.O. 1484(E) 
dated 11 th October, 2005 issued under File No. H-11020/2/ 
2005-Estt. and in pursuance of Sub-Section (1) of Section 5 
of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (22 of 2005), the 
Department of Shipping (Heaquarters), Ministry of 
Shipping, Road Transport & Highways hereby designates 
Shri Dinesh Kumar, Director (Shipping Development) 
[Tel No. 2371 1323] Room No. 403,Transport Bhavan, New 
Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information Officer (CPIO) 
for all matters concerning Shipping Wing including Inland 
Water Transport (IWT) and Shipbuilding and Ship repairs 
in place of Shri Pradeep Kumar, who has since relinquished 
his charge. 


[R57. 77. 371^-35019/3/2005-7^ ^T3tP*RR7] 
R77. TH7. 72FRT, 7JR 7Tffe 


]F. No. 1-35019/3/2006-RTI] 
S.M. KHANNA, Dy.Secy. 
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*TRtT 3>T <r«im : ^ 6, 2006/^11*51 16, 1928 


^ ftr#, 26 3T^f, 2006 

*>T.3ff. 1690.-^n^^^-11020/2/2005- : Wmr^ 
3fiFfafat* ^ ft#* 11 apfqsR; 2005 # ^FT.3TT. ri. 
1484 ( 3T.) #* 3Tff#F ^ ^ Tf^fT 3?fa 

#R-' 3?fafim, 2005 (*#, 2005 # 3tfafim # 22) #t «1 
HI 5 #t ^TVRI (1) # 3FJflpiT#,#F-#faSH, TO»-MU*l6i 
3^ WlPf-^falcTO, qR*I6H-^r*TFT (g<MkM), # #. 
imril (Pl^H«h IV*ll5'l) # WT T R, # T^T. TTR, 13F1T, 
^ (W*PT) (^Tm #.-23719456) #. 403, 

^ f#?rft-l10001 W^TH, 
#ff-#fa^T-ftRFT # W^-3TRFT # ###1 3ET# ^fFT# # 

#. dfart#, # ###r ## tipi#' # #*fa #, 

# ^>Pf T^t I 

[TO #. 3nf-35019/3/2006-^U^T3rfl^R] 
KiH. ^H. 0"1I, dH flfaq 
New Delhi, the 26th April, 2006 

S.O. 1690.— In partial modification of S.0.1484(E) 
dated 11th October, 2005 issued under File No. H-11020/2/ 
2005-Estt. and in pursuance of sub-section (1) of Section 5 
of the Right to Information Act, 2005 (22 of 2005), the 
Department of Shipping (Heaquarters), Ministry of 
Shipping, Road Transport & Highways hereby designates 
Shri S.M. Khanna, Dy. Secy. (Coordination) [Tel No. 
23719456] Room No. 203, Transport Bhavan, 
New Delhi-110001 as Central Public Information Officer 
(CPIO) for all matters concerning Coordination Division of 
the Department of Shipping in place of Shri B. Poiyaamozhi, 
Director (Designs) Shri B. Poiyaamozhi, will continue to 
work as Central Public Information Officer in respect of 
matter relating to Development Wing. 

[F. No. 1-35019/3/2006-RT1] 
S.M. KHANNA, Dy. Secy. 

(#.#.#. fedUH ) 
i ftc#, 3 3nk, 2006 

mm. 1691.-«*Mft* 3rf#F# (Wl ^ 

T&&;) 3TfaPPFT, 1948 (1948 49#) # #0 2 #3# (<F) 

# 3i^< u i # e f>*s(U Q.o^ski , *TRcT u^i^aiqi’H, 

«FT?K # # TP? WFI^ # 03-04-2006 3 

qvktc'ft 3Tfaq>ifl ^>T <m 4 ip I 

[##-4330/01/2006] 
T^T. T^T. #- Tfa, 3T^ tiFqq (obf^en) 

MINISTRY OF EXTERNAL AFFAIRS 
(CP.V. DIVISION) 

New Delhi, the 3rd April, 2006 

S.O. 1691. —In pursuance of clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths and 


fees) Act, 1948 (41 of1948), the Central Government hereby 
authorise Shri Debasis Roy Chowdhury, Assistant in the 
Embassy of India, Baghdad to perform the duties of 
Assistant Consular Officer with effect from 3rd April, 2006. 

[No. T-4330/01/2006] 
S-N. V. RAMANA RAO, Under. Secy. (Consular) 
if ft*#, 3 3#^T, 2006 

W.3ff. 1692.—<.iqnrftq> Slfa^il# (^PWt^* 

^0 3rfapRW, 1948 (1948 49#) # SRT 2 # 3T# 

(#) # w^k T^jgRi, *mcr m twh 

'hWnram # fa hPi fa# (1#RRFT) # sifatfi 3T^ Hpn«*>, 
^qftriqT ^6iq«b 03—04-2006 # #fa# 3lfa<*»i<) 
^>T «BPf ^ snfqqjn «h<# ^ I 

[U #-4330/01/2006] 

Ifa. #T. #. u*i'*n <|q, 3{q< tnfaq ( 

New Delhi, the 3rd April, 2006 
S.O. 1692. —In pursuance of clause (a) of the 
Section 2 of the Diplomatic and Consular Officers (Oaths 
and fees) Act, 1948 (41 of 1948), the Central Government 
hereby authorise Smt. Anju Malik, Personal Assistant in 
the Consulate General of India, Ho Chi Minh City (Vietnam) 
to perform the duties of Assistant Consular Officer with 
effect from03-04-2006. 

[No. T-4330/01/2006] 
_ S.N.V. RAMANA RAO, Under, Secy. (Consular) 

^rmr f#m #rm 

3TT^T 

28 3#^r, 2006 

mm. 1693.-^1H Slfafm, 1934 ( 1934 ^T 22) 

# 6 # 3n<9t u 'S (1) # (^r) "tf Ptlpo q>l 

■5Rpi ^17, -qp# FQ; fa"5PT riw rWT 

wffa # %tT ^ # TF1T t fa> ^ 3H^T rWT 

fa yqiciq # faq, •tnif tqnm 

UTCT ^ 31j^fad 3T«I^1 ^T-3ggfa?T # 
31 ^hRi # '^1# "t, ft Hit 3Pfe<u| # ftj# # ^TT # far# 

# U#jR # %|L t]!^ # 1^? T|Ti 

hmi tr faPTT 'Jiiq.uu 

^1# 3iftR««i, 6 # (2) if ftftd 

TPtFl TfliR ftMI-W 

# 'Sgm ^ "RPT TR fair mT # 

# f^r 'niA ^3nq^ # Pi#1^1 # fai^ niftq>i<) 

# I 

[K Tpft-13024/001 /2006-TW^] 
Ml 31# T3H, m 

MINISTRY OF CIVIL AVIATION 
ORDER 

New Delhi, the 28th April, 2006 
S.O. 1693. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (d) of sub-section (1) of Section 6 of the Aircraft 
Act, 1934 (22 of 1934), the Central Government being of the 
opinion that in the interest of public safety and tranquility, 
it is expedient to order and direct that any aircraft, for the 
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^cn dfe fe faffer ^d 3 Mffe fen w f fe 
m H l dchlTH MW Ife fe TFJddTd fefld, fedS 
3lfaPl<MH, 1966 d>T 91did ch<dl Ff I 

[P. fel70l1/1/2006-dd- i-n(ii)] 
■§T. faHI44> dd. TOR, 
(Department of Health) 

New Delhi, the 21 st April, 2006 
S.O. 1695. —In pursuance of clause (g) of Section 
5 of the Post-Graduate Institute of Medical Education and 
Research, Chandigarh Act 1966 (51 of 1966) Smt. Sukhbuns 
Kaur, Member, Rajya Sabha has been duly elected on 
22-3-2006 by the Rajya Sabha to serve as Member of Post- 
Graduate Institute of Medical Education and Research, 
Chandigarh for the remainder term of Smt. Ambika Soni, 
who ceased to be a member of the Institute Body after her 
induction into Union Council of Ministers subject to the 
• fulfilment of the provisions of Post-Graduate Institute of 
Medical Education and Research, Chandigarh Act, 1966. 

[No. V-17011/1 /2006-M.E.-II (ii)] 
Dr. VINAYAK M. PRASAD, Director 

feffeft,26 fed, 2006 

dfiT03TT0 1696.—fetd fed fe felfed, 1948 
(1948 dd 61) fe dRT 6 fe TddRT (1 ) ^TTOdffe dRT 4 
fe TITO (3) 1*171 "SR/d Vlfedf dd fed dfe fed 
TOFR, 0.d^KI ddd fefed ^ dTdfet ^ 3T«dfer 
3Tfe^HT fe fe? ^ fe fef fe fed ^ fed fefel fed 
fe ^ 7R3R ^ ^ dfe dfe ^ fed fedfeffe fefe 

dd HI fed TO# t I 

49ijdd felfed fe dRT 4(3)(73) $ 
^IcMH fe 7TTTOK £TTT #T fed UdlH fd6 

W3 dT differ 
pipt 


operation of which a permit is granted to a scheduled or 
non-scheduled operator by the Director General of Civil 
Aviation, shall be delivered forthwith on a requisition made 
in this behalf, to the National Security Guard for the purpose 
of dealing with any incident of aircraft hijacking; 

Further, in exercixse of the power conferred by sub¬ 
section (2) of Section 6, the Central Government hereby 
appoints the Director General of Civil Aviation as the 
Authority to determine the compensation payable to the 
operator whose aircraft has been requisitioned by the 
National Security Guard. 

[No. AV -13024/001/2006-SS] 
_ SARADA ALI KHAN, Dy. Secy. 

FITW Tier qftcCR «bc"4IU| tUDtTO 

dfffefe, 21 fefe, 2006 

^T03TT0 1694.—Hid fed feffedl ffe 3PJ- 
fedfedd, fefe fefddd, 1966 (1966 dd 51) fe did 5 
fe (-g) fe fw fern ddi fefe 

'STCtftcT fe, efer TOT fe d<fe fe Hldfed feffedl 1w fe 
ST^fed fedd, fe J l<£ fefddd, 1966 fe ^Jdfe fe WH fe 
3dfed 9 ffedd 2008 ?R> W ddd7 fed ddl # dfe 
fefe fe TOd m HlfeiH ffeudT fw dR 3PJTOH fedd, 
|<£ fe 'ddfef «f» dfe fe ferm, fedT "ddT SKI 22 
fe, 2006 ferfaffeiTO'd fefe fen ddlfl 

[dfe. 170ll/l/2006-'Q3T^-II(i)] 
dJT. fferiRT tnT. TOR, 

MINISTRY OF HEALTH AND FAMILY 
WELFARE 

New Delhi, the 21 st April, 2006 

S.O. 1694.—In pursuance of clause (g) of Section 
5 of the Post-Graduate Institute of Medical Education and 
Research, Chandigarh Act 1966 (51 of 1966) Shri Sukhdev 
Singh Dhindsa and Smt. Preneet Kaur, Members of Lok 
Sabha (House of People) have been duly elected on 22nd 
March, 2006 by the Lok Sabha to serve as members of the 
Post-Graduate Institute of Medical Education and Research, 
Chandigarh vice Shri Pawan Kumar Bansal and Shri Suresh 
Chandel upto 9th December, 2008 subject to the fulfilment 
of the provisions of the Post-Graduate Institute of Medical 
Education and Research, Chandigarh Act, 1966. 

[No. V-1701 l/l/2006-M.E.-n(i)] 
Dr. VINAYAK M. PRASAD, Director 

(wim ffePT) 

21 fed, 2006 

RTF03TT0 1695.—HIcfetR fdfeHT fejT TRT 3FJ- 
fed fend, fefdTO, 1966 ( 1 966 dd 51 ) d# 5 
Wrg (u) ^ ^ sfeft TtffeT fet, fe 

VIlfMei dR ffe fe ^ dR fetid ^ fdTOPT fe 
W fe 7F fe ddfed ^ fe sfffe ^STO fe, 
dTOd, TFTO TTdT fe 22-3-2006 fe TFTO RdT ^Id tdlcRfe 
ffefTOT ^ fe fend, feTR ^ TR7 ^ 


dt fed! fm, fedd dffe, fe.fefe fed fe dd 
dt Ifeqd fen dndT t I 

[dd. ^t. 25012/56/99-fed] 

TTd. TO3, fdfedt 

MINISTRY OF TEXTILES % 

New Delhi, the 26th April, 2006 
S.O. 1696.—In exercise of powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 4, read with sub-section (1) of / 

Section 6 of the Central Silk Board Act, 1948 (61 of 1948), 
the Central Government hereby notifies the nomination of 
the following person to serve as member of the Central Silk 
Board for a period of three years from the date of this 
notification subject to the provisions of the said Act. 

ShriBhupendraSingh Nominated by the Central 
Joint Secretary, Government under Section 4(3)(b) 

Ministry of Textiles, of the Act, Vice Shri Basant Pratap 

Government of India. Singh. 

Shri Bhupendra Singh, Joint Secretary, is also 
appointed as the Vice-Chairman of the Central Silk Board. 

[P. No. V-25012/56/99-Silk] 

A. N. SHARAN, Director 
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^m4«wi 7tt 4, nm 3frt ftwut 

(unfair Tra^famr) 

10 4fa,2006 

W.3TT. 1697.-444 7U4>K 77, fafal TlfaFlft £171 "34 UTTpl fat£ 77 fa7T7 7i4 4 TTxfl^T* 7717R *t 771 # fa 

im ftfa 4 Tsrfofa tTs^i (444 3 TF$ft 44 -m 4 ? m tpit? 1976 (1976 ^T 60 )TOW 3 jktiN thti 

(4fe4‘ 77 3T3^) fa*7, 1987 4^4fa3T^t 47 W 717 4 47177^ fa F7I7R3j47 4t 377^4 4^77 Tferl 

77T*fai ttt? t4ti 4? W*ft 4ftfwRi4 - 37^1 4ti kr 777 m T#^nt; 

37^:, m 4^7 777777, 177 37faf777 4t 7T7T 36 4t 17-7171 (7) 3lk(8) £171777 Vlfal4 77374 7>4 gq fajf 
7TF S*fa£f4* i$ fa&m, WQ&'Q- 104, ^qmr^T 4 T*T ^ 4*1, 47W<J7, 641041, flfaeRrf £17 Wfa 7GR (77l4n 
^f-m) 7 i4“t77t3t?7t 44 4 ' 4^4 3fa7r7jTR7ifai, arwifai , <ffai iTTifa ( iaw4? tot) 4 4s?i 77 , fafa Tfe 
®F7 RT3 “77T2" i (faft 177 Ttter W 7711) 4? fatf STJTfa fa* 3TJ$ T?7 4/09/05/615 W^fal faTl 771 t, ST^Tfal 
uni^i-Tl Vffift 3^7 TOlfal 7174 tl 



177 *ftm t&> faster fa m 77 4 s fa srmrfa aiTqq i fai fan swro (fa?r fa to 77) $1 sfat 
srffaTm w 30 fa.m afa a* 7 m 100 m ti worn wh s&xm (t)^ 4 R 5 m ti w$ 3*0*5^ -gfar 
i faw m fama * 77 *^ 171 * 77 ? mfa afarggR 3717 ti wm twfa fate (t??i 34) fan Tfam? wfefd tort 

tl 49*<U| 230 Tfa, 50 S^sf 3*717df 7171 fa^cf 3I^FT 77 «t»i4 *f»7oi ^1 


Tllfal fal 4 4 afaffal fatl 4t cbM^yyl «77fa 4 fa? 73tfa 4 ^ fa? Tffap* 7t faTT Tm^TTI 

ato ^f)R acrfvfam «IRT 36 ^T-«fRT (12) £R1 W$ ^iPw^T ^T W&\ ^ TOeft i 

fa W Tfe^f ^ 375*fat ^ ^7T 3Rm-73T ^ afafa faRTfa ^HT ^ft fa5H, ^ ST^TTR #7 TTFHlt ^ faTT^ 
37^7tfaf hT-sci ^T Pinfwi fa71 T PTT fafHWn 4'4l ^ Ati, 7*1T^?IT 3(ft7 7 »i4hkii ^ *t^T <jmt> 7 u 1 7t ?T*1 7ft 100 

fam ^ 2 m trt 4 ‘^ 4 ’ -m ^ fa? 100 3 10,000 <rc> ^ fa 4 f thomimh totth 3 faM (77) 47 5 m tt ^ 37 f^ ^ 

■m ^ fa? 500 ^ 10,000 crap fa t 7H04IMH 7H TTfal 50 fa.m 7T^> 4^717 W 71 ^ t 47 U < H 7H l xlO *, 

2 xlO * 71 5 xlO*, ^ f, Tit *HlcM<* 71 4[wnc74i ^ifa 7T 7J«7 4 tl 


(2 15^ l/o^-2, 


[7>I. 77. ‘5^T?721 (352)/2004] 

4, Ti. ^uJll^fci, fafafT, faTTT 717 falH 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTIONS 
(Department of Consumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1697. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “SES-TB” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “SMART” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shan Electronics & 
System, S.F. 104, Super Garden, P.N. Pudur Post, Coimbatore-641041, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/615; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x1 (P, 2x10 k or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (352)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 
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r^6rr0, 10 aflf^T, 2006 

1698 .wmi ^T,1^nnfv^ ^ w^^7mroR*t wifti 

^ ^ 3fl^f ^') w 4 TIR W 3TfafWT, 1976 ( 1976 ^T 60) cTOT W 3Hl¥ 
C*Tte#‘ ^T 3?3*te) Iwr, 1987%^T^’% 3T5^ri aftrW^TcT^Tnwn^l^dOMRTl^T^t aRqftT^' «ft'3^T'tfer 
^SfT*fclT «si J M faf*FT hRR^RiM)' 4 Tfal 3KH 3TTtiI Tt^TT; 

3RT: 3R <&<\q R<“bK, arftrfWT ^ mi 36 3ft^?-«TKT (7) 3?fc (8) 51*13^x1 VlRw^' ^T 3rat*T 3*3 ^3rof 
?TR $<^TfH4> ta, TTR TR7 Ji. 104, ’gwff^r 4t TR ^RR^r, 641041, clfacHTI, 'Sm ftf*f<T 3*mfcTT 

(7m\*fa\ ^-m)ywMifad,dtm <r3>t°i (^T^^-srajR) ^•qfsH 

5TT5 3JT3R a -m£" t <1^Rt'33?r*feT wwt) 3?^44 f^ 3nf TR ^t/09/05/616 faRT 

ipiT $, snprfcr* yMim-trgf ^srrct sfk yohiHrm '*>«! tl 



333 RT5ST -q^T fo$f3 -fa TO 33 ^cl STTMlftcT 3^MlRld (?FH3^ ^TeTT 3T4TR 33) f| ^337t 

3 iffcr^cm srrti ioo 13 ?. ur. affc mm 400 m ii Rc^m himhh ( 3 ) 33 mi 20 m ti ^ ain^c-H 

^Rtd 1? 1^r?T33 7RT yld^id ot l c < c hci'llrH c t> MiRci 31T^4^ci ,r 1 U'MR ^I M'bi^i <srw , jf3> ^nIs ( yxn ^ ^t) HS^l dl^n 4 R u iIM insRfd 

mm ii mmm 230 3 ^, 50 ^ mi -f^ 31313 ^ mm ti 

^iPrji ^z -£ g^NR 3l ^PdR<w mfm m\ <w{4 ^ f^; ^ ^ fwt u\m< 4t Vm\ ^trtti 

3i|R ♦Kefiu d c Ki 3lfl|Ri*iH 3^t 3KT 36 “Ft ^T-MTCT ( 12 ) SRI y^cd stiRw^l 33 y«iRi “h<4 31? Ml“l 0 11 “tKdl "t" 

f^T <s=w hT-sci ^ ^T y*6 u i <4^1 R^Rintdl gKl <s^il Ri^ln, fs'* 115 * 1 "% 3TJ?TR sflT <4«l yiHill 

3T^qtf?RT nT-Sd ^JT fHMf u l f^RT w t, RlRlf4d ^JT^TT % ^ ?t 4^, ^*lT*fcTT Slk =hl4MKrld ^ rfteH TW 1 ! 4t ?t*t "^t 

5f,4T 3TRR7 ^ “ i* TTH ^ %P[ 500 ^ 10,000 rR> “Ft ^ 4 WR HIMHH STfRTeT (TR) Rt^T 50 fen. ^ 

3?lT 300 fa/OT. cRJ ^Ft 3rfsRF?R SRRTT ^ f 3fl^ "^ M m\ \ *10 *, 2 xlO *m 5 xlO*,% f, # tHIR<=K W M««IIR+ 

[m. n ^se^trq-21 ( 352 )/2004] 
4t. 1^. ^wJii^Rj, Rl45?l“b, Rl[M“h HIH Rt^iM 
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New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1698. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Hanging type) with digital indication of “SES-HS” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “SMART” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shan Electronics & 
System, S.F. No. 104, Super Garden, P:N. PudurPost, Coimbatore-641041, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/616; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Hanging type) 
with a maximum capacity of 100 kg. and minimum capacity of 400g. The verification scale interval (e) is 20g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity 50 kg. and upto 300kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxlO 1 , 
2x10* or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21 (352)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3(ii)]*HTTcf : qf 6, 2006/^mg 16, 1928 

qf 10 sifor, 2006 

W.3JT. 1699.- idflq •H^K qTT, fqfefl 'SnfWT^ 1£T ai 3R^cT ft4t£ q* op*4 i q?xff^qF TWTOH Ft TOT $ % 
•33F if -arfofa qfecT (4ti it Ilf 3U^f?T ^f) W 3?ft "RN RTO arfqfqqq, 1976 ( 1976 qq 60 ) cTOI W aft* qiq qpR> 
(nT^dl art a^prt^T) fwr, 1987 i'sqiif i f afa f*t it isrraqi$% wiiak qiqit arafii it'33RT ifeR 
W*fc7 T^fTT ifa fafa-l iifaMfdi 4f 4M^W iqT WR ^RFI T^TT; 

3R: 3fW irflq W«f>TC, W arfafqqq it^RT 36 it "STORT (7) 3?ft (8) "5RT TI^T TlfaPif ^RT qifr ^ 

wih F&*$ift«h is ftrera, ^ ^ ft. 104 , ^k j h4h it ^ ^ ite, *l*iHtj5-64i04i, n fiKru i g sro fqf*fa wm q*n«f<n 

(wim qi-m) qri‘‘qqf qqitzt” ator ijqq ^for, <H**HiPdd f ito 3q**wi (vtewi to) i qfsR qq, 

toi "sts qq qrq "miZ” t (to w qto w qqr $) afa to arjitqq to- anf qq it/09/05/617 uq^Pvid ton 

3^*iki «hi u ih^ tffRt afft ilddHrm «6<dt $1 



RTFR T^7 f^«f)Pd fa 3R7K qq to fal armifa 31^lPtfd (Vrld^li ¥^R) FtcR F q*HU| f | jqtft 
stfto^q ara iooo to m a?R -^dM w 4 torn ti worn rimmh 3rrtr (f) qq tot 200 m ti wi tto snfacjsR 
^to £ to^T TRqffaR <wm<rHlcH+ tor TOfafRq STO* tl TOT7T 3rfa* TOTfe (T^T f it) 3R3f %R qffaq 3H4fttd 
«6<m ^1 3H«h<ui 230 4t^, 50 6<4 qcqiqdT TOT fq^d TO TO qi<d! ^1 

Rsrfqq ^ ^ ^PiR«w h^Fh opt ^rqz^nf sRFRf ^ i ^ f^ vui^mii 

3^ '*'41 q ■H<«t>K 3«ki 3lfi#RR q>t ^RT 36 ?f>t ^qRRl (12) FTO 3RRT ^iPwql ^T yqVi ^ qF it^uil «t)<dl "f 
1^7 >i4d nT-sti ^ vt ^ mmnqq ^ anrin <j 4I [qPiqfdi ski ^4) ftT®RT, fs^is'i ^ ai^nt a^ ^41 «iHyl ^ 14^4 
hTsci qTT Pinf^l (®hqi J lqi fqPiWd ^41 *^<sjcii ^ ^4 Ft q®ni<Tr •hiimci’i it Cttti*i 'iHq>< u i ^ Ff*t it 
5 m qr■JRi arte ^ u f” rr ^to 500 i 10,000 crt qft ^ i wwr tor 3rrtr (tr) 50 tom i aif^Rp 
3^ 5000 fq».m cR7 it arfiRTcm^jifiTT ^ f af^ "f H RH 1 xlO * 2 xlO * qi 5 xlO % , i t, it *RfW«6 ^T 
^«lNb qi TJ^T i «*i3<rq f! 

[qn. i. w^qq-2i( 352 )/2004] 
it. n, pd^i^, -m ton 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii}] 


New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1699. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in'the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Platform type) with digital indication of “SES-PT” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “SMART” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shan Electronics & 
System, S.F. No. 104, Super Garden, P.N. Pudur Post, Coimbatore-641041, Tamil Nadu and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/05/617; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition.to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10*, 
2xl0 k or 5x10*, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (352)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 






[Hmn— T5Rg3(ii)]_ 6, 2006/^3 16, 1928_ 3775 

^ 10 3T^T, 2006 

QJI.3IT. 1700.— «t*fcK ^>T, fafea Hifi'wO 'SR 4*} y^ci Rh)c£ "97 Rl'dK it 1 T?RTc^'R» *IHI*TH it *Ifll i 1^> 
'&RI fr# 3 Rfafa RfeR ("^ it Rf sn^tri If) W afo RR RR3T STfaRRR, 1976 ( 1976 «FT 60 ) cl«TT R1H sfk RR 
(RfeRf ^ ) fWT, 1987 ^ ^ ST^SR t sfa^RR^ RTOT t % *RRR 3T#T ^t aRcrfi i’ it ^R ifsR 

w*fcn rrt* t^tt alR 1 ¥*pt mRR*iM i' 4M$w ^rr ttcr^tri 

3R: 2PR ii-sU *H=bK, 44d 3rft)Pr^H ^ftt *TTTT 36 <SH^K.I (7) sffr (8) TJTCTTRR *lRwiT «FT y^Vl ^ 

RFR RftftN i. 10/594, ^T its, +1+1 <1, *tifa+U, ^TR-673611 5KT fafeWd (R*TT?fdT T-pf-H) ^ 

ar^Rnf^, (^srt zfa tj+tc) ^ RfeR +t, ws ^ft r*t "artezr" £ 

(ftnt RfeR +*T wt) afR f^t ST-jit^d 3TT$ T& ^t/09/05/826 UH^RlId f+R trjt f, SFjrjRR 

M i U u N4 RRt alR y«blfvid RTdt tl 



■3^tT hT-SCI (iti it "T^ 3TT^flT ■%*$) f^Pd ^3T TT+TC RT 3FR5[#R *TR RcT STTRfR cft^R (t^R zfa TRTR) cftrR 
4M+<u| $1 ^RTf StRRkR ST*RT 3C f+. m t afa ^£RF $FRT 100 TIT. tl UrMNH WR 3RTOR (i) 2 m tl Fli TJ+ 
3n^5R “gpRl t fSM+l 7R TlfiTCR ^R^RRRF RfR 3TT^cR 3?*TR $1 WR 4dH*f+ ^FTR (t^R 3 ^t) wf ^R 
hU u IIH <J4<\Rfld +RT il <J4<M u l 230 ilcM, ^Tt 50 e<4 HcqiqdT *UTT Ri^d 'SKR «t>i4 ch^dl 

«|Th j I ^<i ^ ^1*6*1 ^ 3lfdR«K1 Hiffld «hH<i'^ u [ o«J«16k 1| iR^ <§f)^ "^fT^ ^ *ft Rt>^l ^l^llt 

alR e6^04 *U4>K ^ 3lRlRm^t qro 36 ^Ft ^T«tKT (12) STCT 3RR «|Rw4T ^T wfol ^ ^ RtW ^Rcft t 
% ‘3^tT hT^CI ^ 31^I#R ^ w 3RRm ^ 3TfrfcT RlMd! {JRT 3^ft %5R, fsail^d ^ 3FJRR afk "3# it fV^ 

4<W 3i^nlf^d hUci RthI u i f=t >*ii ■*i’ i ii RiRiWd vi^PI ^<sn?ii ^ dlcnd *ft 5 T 1 ) l —30 Rl. TIT. ^” RR Rit*, 100 

^ 50,000 TR> ^ «r<INH 3RTIR (XR) TTflR 50 %.m cRT 3lftRRR ^RT ^ t affk “^’RRlxlO^, 

2 xlO * ■R 5 xlO*, ^ t, # <RRRT'R‘^ttRRT T^lf^ ^T ^ TR^ il 

[m U ^^xnT-21(242)/2004] 
■qt. fn^VI-h, RR teR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part n—S ec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1700. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of.the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “ARHT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “AREVY” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Wayand Scale Services, No. t 

10/594, Main Road, Kakodi, Kozhikod, Kerala-673 611 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/826; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers sconferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg to 50mg and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of i x!0 k . 2x10 k or 5xl() k , where k is a positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-2I(242)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY. Director of Legal Metrology 







[HPT II —WIZ 3(ii)] 
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HKa^TteT 6, 2006Myfrar 16, 1928 
10 3ffc?r,2006 

W.3W. 1701.—«<«»>k ^T, fMsa yifaq>4l 50 ^ 3TCt|?r faHH HTO ^PITHR # HOT $ fa> 

<J*ki Rm)«£ #MtT hTs<A (4)^ 4t ^41) *fld 3fa *ih Mii*f> , 1976 (1976 HO 60) cT*?T did 3fR *iim 

(HT&<dT HT[ Siyildd) Pfq+i, 1987 ^ <sMd4! Hi 3fJ^4 3fa «(i<i Hit UHlHil ^ far cPildit vi<iVi # 3*qfa *¥ # 3 «kI HffeR 
W*f?!T ^RTH; REfal 3?fo fafMH MftfUlfddf 4 J^dd ifal TT^R HROT T^TT; 

m: 3TH #*(fa 3Hfl 3lfafaHH # VTO 36 #-SH-HRl (7) 3?fc 3HHKT (8) 5KT TOT ? l faRI*ff HO Wftl HT# 

HPR *\m*, 3. 10/594, ^^,^#^,^1^,^-673611 SKT fafafifa H*HO (H ^ te h 4-III) 
H# M R 3TR ^5RT 3te *fatT, 3RHHlfaB, RRHROt (i*& 3fa W$K) <£ HfeR HO, fate HTS HO OPT 
M 3te"$ (far£^5teHTHT^3HHH!^H^ W$) afa far& dtffjfcd te 3ffl[ R3 #/09/05/827 MHjjft l d fa?HT OHT 
t, SPpfaO * 31 ^ 3?fc SH l ftld HRcft i\ 



HfeOT (*fl4 Rt 3TT#H ^^3T 3PT0T HO >l^qqiR'Ki hr 'WidiRci fllci’i (ctq<n clTm yqiK) 3H e b<. u i 

h tet antea* qm 30 far. m 3fa ^ppt $mm 100 m ti mom optor srrrt (^) 5 m ti^T^an^pR.-gfSB 
$ faRWT TO ^frl^fin ^HHHjTORHHT Hfffa -aOtfa^H "SPITR $1 3TH0T1 3W4d> BPlfa (RR ^ 3TR7f flirt *1 mR^TIM JMRflffd HROT 
ii ^hhtpjt 230 4^e i?#, 50 y^wdT «mr f^r to «ft4 to ti 

^RT t$Z # # SlfdRdd ^#1 # chH^I ^fRf ^ a# ^ f^TT 

'dl^lll 

3^k -H<<+»K 3«w 3TRlRTOT # ^TRT 36 # ^-^RT (12) ^RT 3 PRtT sfllViq) «pl y^Vi ql°i w n ^ 

1# 3«w hTsci ^ WM 3R*fcl "3# RlfH^idl SKI 3# Ri^ld, # 31^RR <341 TTRnft ^ P>i«i4 

3^T RfeR ^T f3RH t#TT W t, PlMd -3# J ‘j?3RT ^ cftTO 1WI 4t #1 # 100 fa. m ^ 2 HI <RT "4" ’IB 

# ioo ^ 10,000 <b> # fsi 4r rttot mm (R3) 50 %.m <bt # 3tRrkr 

44 4"’IB# 1^ 500^ 10000 d^r # ^1 U^lim mMHH 3RRIR (TR) RfifcT‘^”RH 1 xlO * 2 xlO % ^ 
5 xlO*-, # $, # mk*Wi RT u HcM<+> ^1T -?pT ^ i’l 


12.i5(3i//'o6-3 


[RP. 7T. ^^-^T-21 (242 )/2004 ] 
#. f wJIPCp, r^l<+, fate TOT teB 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA 16,1928 


[Part II—Sec. 3(H)] 


New Delhi, the 10th April. 2006 

S.O. 1701. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Centra] Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Table top type) with digital indication of “ART” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name “AREVY” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Way and Scale Services, 
No. 10/594, Main Road, Kakodi, KozhikOd, Kerala-673 611 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/827; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare i 

device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for i 

fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2x10* or 5x10\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (242)/2004j 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 









[TOTH—TSPrg3(ii)] _ WTOTOTTO : ^ 6, 2006/#yiRg 16, 1928 _ _ 3779 

Rffiirit, 10 3?^T, 2006 

W.3?T. 1702. *k<*>K TO, ffer%cT yifTOlfl SRT ^ ^cT Riti RT fzn?R RR# #t M^lc^TO TTOTTOT 

RhU # Rfafa RT5TT (it# #t STI^rf##?#) sfR TOT RTTO 3?f#fWT, 1976 ( 1976 TO 60 ) cT«TT *(\Z sffc TOT RTTO 
(Mis*#’ TO 3?3#tTO) f#TO, 1987 #tTO##f #t 3*$^?TTRTTOT t f#T WfM\i R#tR 3raf##* it TOf RfeeT 

Rrofar ton* ttsRit 3?R Wtot yRRaifaif i #rt irh rrttt t$rti 

3R: 3W (HTOi.TOT 3?faRm ^t m\ 36 Rft^WTT (7) 3?k (8) SRI TO ¥lflKI#T TO TI#Rt ^R# ini 
®lliA Tlf##*! i. 10/594, "fa #5, «•>i«*»lil, ^tfa+ls, ^TO-673611 SRT RffHfilcI 3TO R*?T#m *pf (R*TTsfcn 3pf-II) 

31R TO it” ^ 3TTOST TJTO R%?r, ^tci-qiRin, #tTO 34TOUI (Rte TOi TOR) #t RTS^T TO, faRf<$ TO TO TOT " sRst” 

i (fa# ih# trr# m^^tot to5?t tor tot t) sfk fa# a^iRw fa? sni to it/09/05/828 R R ^fad froiT tot t, ar yMn 
y*ii u i TO vjiiO 3rtr yehiRjci TOdl ^1 



7TO #fecT (it# it ^ 3TOjf# #$) fq^Pd #3f TOR TO 3RTOlfdd RR #cT 3TTVTfeT 31-W^lPrld cftcTR (W TO# 
TOR) ^STOTO t) ^TOt 3?faTORT TOTO 600 fa.TIT. 3?R -^HdM TORTT 2.5 fa.m tl Rc4im MIMMH 3RRRT (i) 50 Til. $1 W# 
TO 3R#qa CT ’ 1 "3^ t fa«TO TO yfdVId «ldchddlrH4) mfRT 3fT#R^R URF? $1 TOW 3rH4* OTfe (TOT i it) TO# #fa? 
hP^IH dTOfefd tl 3TOFT 230 #t?S R it 50 TOINdl RRT fag? TOT RT TOf ^RTfT tl 

WlW J l Rfe ^ itdT ^R# ^ aifdRdd TORT ^t d»Md«iyt OTFRf ^ %li T#t^ WT# i #cF# ^ %q; it^OT it f#TRT 

^TTRRTI 

3lR <»d{lq RTOR TOT 3TfiRRm ^t RRT 36 ^t^TRRT (12) SRT TOT VlPw4 TOtR ^R# ^ #OT ^rit t 
f#i TOT hT^CI ^ ST^it^T ^ TOM TO ^ aRRfcTTOt RlfdOfdl 5RT TOt RTOT, ^ ST^RR 3^T TOt TTOTft i fjRTi 
TOT 3f3*#fid RfScT ^Tl PihI«I f#RIT TOT t, RiRiPid ^it ^ itcRT 3Md)T«l it #t it 100 TIT. RTcRT# 3TfTO^‘f’RR 
^ ^ 500 i 50,000 to ^t i 7Tc*rm rttoh 3rrm (to) Trfro so i srfro to looofa.Tn. to ^t stRotr ^toi 
5000 i 50,000 TO R# ^T # TTOITO HIHMH 3RRM (TO) Rf?cl‘ , i M iTH l xlO *, 2 xlO % RT5 x]0*,^$, it 
TORTOT RT ^McTOT ‘jyifa RT ^ TO^R "^1 

[TO. i. ^^TO-21 (242 )/2004] 
it. r. ^iTORjf#, Rriro, Rrfro to? fron 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(H)] 


New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1702.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “ARHP” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “AREVY” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Wayand Scale Services, No. 
10/594, Main Road, Kakodi, Kozhikod, Kerala-673 611 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/828; 


* 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 600 kg. and minimum capacity of 2.5 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50g. It has a tare > 

device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for i 

fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 1000kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10“, 

2x 10“ or 5x10“, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21 (242)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[MPT II—gp*g 3(ii)] MRa^TTSPre ; 6, 2006/ft?mg 16, 1928 

M feft, 10 srfo, 2006 

^T.3TT. 1703,-ftftq «PT, fafeTnfenft57Tnft3TCgn 1tft2 m feflftft ^mTOPT 

■an#fftftiftftfer (ftft ft 3n^% ftft) wsik^R rot sftftm, 1976 (1976 i*>r 60) ttot rr fth: rn rot 

(ftfeft ®BT d^H^d ) twr, 1987ftnnftft'ft ar^ft 3R?k ^T -sncf ^OTIcFTF ^ ^'FIRTTC TI^T ^rfe^T 

R*n*fo otr fen aft* Mrr nRfftqfdft ft itm wr ni*<n Tftnri 

3F: RR W*>K, OTT 3TfafftTR ftt RRT 36 fttRWTT (7) aft* RR-qTR (8) gl*T R^cR V l feft iffl Rftn RRft 
IR ’fel «l«Mi«i ft 10/594, ftn fts, 'blftk'l, <+>fc*>U, ft*?T-673611 SRT faldfftd R*RR W*fo 3pf (RRTftdT 

^f-M) RTft 44 ^ 3n*ft" T^^Rflft 3TOT *JRR *fef, 3U^T(lftdd, ftfe 3H4>*ui (R^R^ft RRiT*) ft ftfetf RR, fsHfo «FT 
’TWT 44 aftar" ft (faft Rfe Rf?T RRT ft) aft* foft aj^ftfe fftff 3?T$ ft/09/05/829 RR^ftSfld ft^T W ft, 

3OTT R5 fet aft* MRlfiNd RJ*ft ftl 



■^TRfe^r (Rrqrcft'nl arfen ftft) fojrfn ftn ott* rtt ftte ft?r amnftn RWRifad ftfe (^ wf t^tr) -sotf! 

fti 3*fot 3rfa«hdH spirt 500 fom aft* "^jdRR sot 2 fen. fti trott rtott 3fot (ft) 100 m fti w% anftngeR 

H^T $ &KH.I 7RT RfelR °*m<ddlcH+ Rlf*R 3TT^T^R RRTR ftl OTT7T R<*T5fo (OT ft ft) TT^f ftgR hRu || H dH<ffid 

«f»<cTI ftl 230 qlr'd, 50 6^4 HrqiqdT RT*T fatjd y<^N R* RHif «PT?TT ftl 

J ^z ft ft arfnffe Rftd ft 4»M^[ oild^uT ^ fe; 7§t^ ^ ^ Tfe ^ fe; ’ft TftcR^ fen '411(011 

3^^1h tn«hK '3^13rf«rfwT^ft *nn 36 ^ft'sn-srm ( 12 ) ^ro Jfife^T e&r ifer ^srft ^^ ^fen f 
% ‘S^rT hTsci ^ ST^iftR ^ ^7T TFM ^ aftfe ^ft Pctfeldl ^R! 3# Hn^ld, felTR ^ 3^fTR 3(fk ^ft 4 H1M iP l ft fefft 
■3^tl 3t5*i)Rd ftfecl «BT'fW«i fen FTI t, fdfdWd 3*ft »|OTT ftfe ^TO 1 ! *ft ^fft ftt 5 TR "qi ^Elft 3rf%RT ‘ ^ ’-RH eft 

fe 50 ft 1000 font n^nftftn ft tffr hihhm 3 rot (tr) 'nfe nq? nft arfft^Rm sot ft' afk 5 m ni nft 
aifeF^'ft'TTH^fesooft 10,000 n^nftftn ftOTimniOTT 3foM (tr) 3fer"^'OT 1 xio^, 2 xit> % in 5 xio % 
^ t, ftt «mOT m aipnOT ^nfo in ^ ft fti 

[ftT.ft.^^Tnr-21 (242)/2004] 

ft. t»nip, feOT, tftfe ot fen 
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New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1703. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Platform type) with digital indication of “ARP” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and with 
brand name “AREVY” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Wayand Scale Services, No. 
10/594, Main Road, Kakodi, Kozhikod, Kerala-673 611 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/829; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall .also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 1000kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5gor more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10*, 2x10* 
or 5x10*, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21 (242)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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*T^ fortrft, 10 3ij|ci, 2006 

«hl. 3TT. 1704.—*6^0^ W«hK "451, f3rf??l ’37ft|*=t»l'0 ?RI U^d UhI^ *R 4> T R^T^ ^?F RRTVH ^i«li $ 

f4? <J«w RhI<J 3 qPOd hT-sci ('ll*1^ ®ti°^Ri ^<si) «0<i 3?fc hih -Hi*i«t> 3jfVI'iqH, 1976 ( 1976 ^>T 60) ?WT"WIZ 3^"RUT *¥H4> 
(Rfe#' =FT 3*3%^) fWT, 1987 ^ ^ 3F^ £ afo TO WRT t fa ?TTOTC Tf^T 3Rlfa 3 4t TOT RfecT 

TO*fat TSfa afc MRIMd4f 4f aqfffi WT wm #TII 

3RT: 3R <0*£)q 4 h<«6k, 3<*d 3?fvtd^H TOI 36 <jh*iki (7) 3^ (8) ?RI si^rci *lfal<ll ^F>I TRlfa 3FR4 ^ 
r lKi < < u i IPRp, 23, 9> 134(1 ’T I R, 0-S, 3TT 7 RI-282006, cT®PT3> Jki f4Pif4d «hl<3w«d< *ffe<?T ^T, fa?fa 9U°€'^fiT din 

“Zl^T” $ (fa$ TOT tfer TO t) 3^ fa^ 3l^H^d ffa* 3TT^ ^t/09/04/207 fa*IT TO t, 

313*0^3 i<Hl u l -T T3T ‘snrt 3^ yd>lfvw ^R<ft “f I 

3«td MfStf (dlO Tfif 3TfaffT ^<4) l(4> d>l3 u «i< H*fld $1 ^cff) 3rf%iTOH SlHdl 10 fa.TJT. ^1 



3^ *K+K TOT 3rf?#m^ «IRl 36 TOJRT (12) STCT T^ctT Vlfafa ^fan c?r 4 p; ^TF 4fam ^Rcft $ 
fa 3«ro mT'SqI ^ 3?3*0^T 9Mi u ) H> 4i 3«t*fd 3<-l) fafafal ski fe^i^d 4^ 3 <^hk 3^ <s^0 ■hImOI ^ 

3i3H)f<d RfeH Tima f^Rn to t, PdfaWd s ^ht ^ ^ ^r, afk 4ii4Miw ^ sfrto RTfrn 4t #ft ^ 500 

3H. ^ 50 P^.TIT. d4> ^>) ^5f 3Tf%jchdt| S<h<ii ciix^ ^1 

[^T. U W^T^T-21 (122)/2004] 

iropjfrf, mro, t¥^> TO ten 
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New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 


S.O. 1704.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the models described in the said report (See the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of counter machine 
(hereinafter referred to as the said model), with brand name ‘TITAN’ manufactured by M/s Narayan Brothers, 23, 
Foundary Nagar, Hathras Road, Agra-282006, Lucknow, Uttar Pradesh and which is assigned the approval mark IND/ 
09/04/207; 


The said model (see the figure given below) is a counter machine with maximum capacity of 10kg. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the Counter Machine 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 500g. to 50kg., 
manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials 
with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(122)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[TORE—TOS3(ii)] 


10 3T^r,2006 

*TO 3TO. 1705.“ R?TOR TOT, fafal RlfaTOrf? ?[RT *3^ T1RJTT M2 R? Mr TO?ft ^ WTO^R* TOTTO *? ETO 
$ fa tot M2 3 Efafa Tflro (4H ^ ^ TOjfir M’) to aft? to toto arfafaw, 1976 (1976 tot 60) to to aft? to 
TOTO (#lf TOT3?fq?TOT) fam, 1987^^R«if^3T3^<Tt 3ft?*STOEft RTOTO ft fa TOTcTR Me TO? arafM*ftTOT 
EfecT EERfat EE1R <<iN aft? fafaE mRRePM 4 SM^TOI T$ET ETO TO7ET ?ftET; 

3RT:, m R?TOR, TOT aifafaW Eft m 36 EftaEERI (7) aft? (8) SRT KSt ETfafa TOT EE?E TOR? ^ 

8 TOVi?4? WWl EFRTOT ftE Tfe, 3<#IZ ^aft ^fa^T, ftTO?ft?, TOEfeTO-560076, SRI faPif4ri TOW TO!*fa Mf 
(E*IT4rTT Mf-ffl) TO? “4? T\ -'2? 4? 4 ’ *f3MT ^ afaTO ?JTOT ?4%E, aTWfftM, E?TO 3WRT (2^Hdl4 TOR) ^ ETSTE TOT, 
fafa EfSTOTTOE “iMfaE” ft (fa# M ^fa ETTO^TOT Efe?T TOfT TO ft) aft? faft ZFtfftw fa* 3TT$ RE ^st/09/05/296 
faro to ft, arjRfar tom to aft? TOnfar to?# fti 



TOT ETTO TO fro^T ft* TOR TOT ER ?lcT TOlfa (2*w2Pl TOR TOT) ^TRTOfacl cT?TO TOTTO ftl ^ETO? 
3TfTOTO STOTT 30 fa.m 3ft?-3jEcR $JTO 100 ET. ftl EcTOE HlWRM afaTO (4) 5 m ftl TE4f TO 3TT^^T '^faT ft faETOT 
W EfcME METOTOEETO ElfET 3TTM^ET JTETE ftl TOM acH^TO TRTfe (TO ft ^?) TOf #?R hP^iih TO?cTT ftl 

TTOTO 230 RTO, 50 TO 3 ^ TOTOlT TO fESJcT TORT TO TOR? TOTcTT tl 

*2ffaT Rfe TO? -tffa TO?ft # 3Tfafaf E*f?E TO? TOTOff MESTtf # fax 7§M M E Mft # fa? 4? #?TTO faET 

TOTTOI 

aft? TOTOR TOT 3Tfirfam TO? TO 36 To? ERERT (12) To TOR TOfaRTf TOT TO?R TO^ RF #1T TORT? t 
fa TOTOT RfeR ^ 3^R?TOT ^ W TOTM TOT ^ afafa TOR? faMm TO TOR? faTO, faMTOT ^ ar^RR 3?k TOR? RTTOJ? ^ fa?4 
•3TOT a^R?faT RfSR TOT Mwfa faTO TO I, faftfar M ^TSRl ^ ^4 # M, TOTRfa 3??* *l4qMR ^ RfaT TOTTORT 4?-tfft 
TOl 100 fam ^ 2 m «TTO M 3 M TO ^faR 100 ^ 10,000 tTTO ^ fa 4f RrTOTOT TOTO 3RRM (RR) 5 UT. TO TOR^ 3^TO 
^ qpj ^ 500 ^ 10,000 tTTO TO? fa 4f TOTTTOT TOTO 3RRM (RR) Rfaf 50 fa.TTT. cTTO TO? arfRTOR TOTO TOf t aft? 

“f” TO 1 xlO *, 2 xlO* TO 5 xlO % % t, TOt TOcRTO TO TOTTWTO ^ ^ **W** ^ 

[T^n. R. to^txr 21(288 )/2004] 
■q?.TT. ^TMRjf^, fH^ITO, M^TTO TO fW 


iai5a//0(S-^ 
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New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.0.1705. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Table top type) with digital indication of “BD-TB” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “DOLPHIN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Intech, 8-U, 
Kodichikkanahalli, Bannerghatta Main Road, Opposite Duo Enclave, Bangalore-560 076, Karnataka and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/296; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for k e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10.000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2x10 k or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (288)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 







[VPTII—Tgpng 3(ii)] _ W^TWm:^6,2006/^ireri6, 1928 3787 

10 3^,2006 

*t. a*. 1706 .mm m, fafeer giftreaft wt ^ rapr fate m ftrarc i rfjri; m upp 

far w fate 3 qPfa im (*H^^ anajfa ^f) rr 3 ifc rtr rh*f arfafarc, 1976 (1976 rst eo) *m m fammm 
(RfeR? fa*m, 1987 'itiwifi 3 ?^xt tate va wb tfar *torir fatoarafa i # «u »it >( i 

R*n*fcn ^rth t^tt aita fafyn MRfwftwY aq$w far wr gr^n 

am:,aw iin mm, aw aiftfwi it m 36 it mm (7) afc (8 )brj *m *ifafaf w wfor 

RMlNIdl fa fa, 3Rtffa ^ T^fafa , fagfa ^fe^-560076, 3RT fafa f fa H **W *W <B M I» f 
fa-m) ^ 1 $ M it it -it it* mm i w ^rc ifez, arera r far , #f3wn (faawf mm) ^Npwfa, 
fa^gfewaw fa i MfaH H f atof^3q^f^*^T^^09/05^ 

KRjffl f W IfalT W i, 3PJ*far WITR ^ ak M4> l fv i d mit ti 



a^r Tfer ^ ffajfa fa wrc 3 rr rtt fa arwTfer (wm w) arcsreifam itm ti ftwft 
arffaltR «RRT 1000 far.m t ak-^RR W!1 4 fafa 7 R tl 7 WT H I MHH 3 TRRRT (^) 200 Hi tl *faf T£F an faj^ 
t farcer wi gffaw amfrHiw* vifef a n fagw vtm ti- iwiw aw 4 *> arfa (^ |#) ^Ifaw Wifa kt mm 

1 1 <mw 230 fag fa 50 ^f u^ndf m fop im m mrt mm ti ' - 

faffa faa it far «»fa ^ aiftifteM fata fa <*»M<d<jyf *»W6 kY ^ ^ ^ 

aJk, %^r «<<tiK, arfqfwr it «tri 36 ^tvrt ( 12 ) inn g^r ^Cm41T rst g#r m itmi mit 

^ far a^r RfeR i agghR i w 'sprft gg i artpfa a# fq^nldi srt fisisra, fe^n^n ^ ar^RR a^: uraft i 

a«RT ai^HlKd Ml-s^n ^PT HhM mRR 1 Rfl t, MHfMtt 3ffl »J7slRT rn ¥T w; 4*Pi afft *WHWR m! 1W m wt 

git 5 m ■gr-a^aifM 2 p^“'| M -RH^%^ 500 ^ 10,000 m:it #«W!«h«ww mm '(^0 ^ftRSOtefriiR^ ifrm 
a^ 5000 mcmm*it a?fa*rtm mmmt$<£ti “i ”•rr 1 xio*, 2 xio* -rt 5 xio* t, it mmmmT&mm 
^lf*6 "RT i %\ 

[m i 21(288 )/2004 ] 

it.% Ptim, Wm ^hr^r 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1706,—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act; 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Platform type) with digital indication of “BD-PT” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-HI) and 
with brand name “DOLPHIN” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Intech, 8-U, 
Kodichikkanahalli, Bannerghatta Main Road, Opposite Duo Enclave, Bangalore-560 076, Karnataka and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/297; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2xl0 k 
or 5xl0 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (288)/2004j 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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HTR! TO '■tmH* : R^ 6, 2006/$?TTRl 16, 1928 
fAcrfl, 10 aivta, 2006 

TO. TO. 1707.-^^ R<TO< TO, fafetT yift«t>rO TOT “# RRJ?T ftfti FT f^TO TO^ ^ MiNI^TO ^TRTTOT ft *TFT t 
fa ^3TO ftqte'tf Ff% Rfe?T (^ f\i ^I^Pd ^Ti’) FTC 3?fcTOT RTTOT stNwt, 1976 (1976 TO 60) cT«TT FTC alkTOT TOW 
(Rfe^f TO 3?3*te) faTR, 1987 ^ ^ 3*3RF $ ftl TO FTTT fat RRFRT t fa TOTTTO FFfo fat 3TFfa 3 ft 3TO Rfe^T 

FFT*fa FFR TOfa ftl faf*R qf^fTfadfa ^ fast 3FH TORTT T^TI; 

TOT: RF w«*K, TOTT fafafaPT Fft TOT 36 F$ ^T-TOT (7) (8) TOT Wl FTfafa TO TFfa TOH 

i,fa i 90 -i9i,TO fapreTFfrgr,faFT-403 113 , tot fafoN d (w% 

F*f-I) FTct “ ^<*s)« 'UlMd ” ^§Tcn ft 3WF> 7JTO RfTO, 3RRRT fa’TRpft cftcTT 4M«6<U| < 4t J 1Hl4l #R fRRR) 

ft RfecT TO, FT5 TOFTR “fR^R” i (ffaft TO 1 }’ TO«£ FTTOp'STO ffetf FifT RFT t) 3^ fa^ Aji^d ffa* 3flf Rd 
"^t/09/2005/923 RR^facT faFT TOT £, a^pTfaT TOFIRF FT$ ftl UTOPvid FTRft £l 

TOrT Rfe^T (rH 4t R^ TOFjfcT fft) R?F iFF^T ^ FTO* TO RR T&T TOFTfRT 3RFFTfaRT ( qVlHUfl *V<R ^TOT-^fTO 
ftRTO) cfapT <JM^< u l $1 TOF>t RfFTOTR TOTTT 2500 fa.TIT. afa -^ddR $TRRT 400 % FT. tl RcMNd MIMMIH 3TRRTH (^) 2 fa. 
TIT. tl FTOF~3cW4sh '4i«<W (TOT f ^t) FTOf FRcTT fl '3q«MF 230 ftFZ, 50 I^jsf TOFTFTff FTR fFSJR TOTF TOTO4 TOFT 

tl 



^ffro tftz % ^ arfter r#t ^ft ^qd^uf ^rof ft 1^ ^ w1m«k ft 

3fk 7TO7R TO?T 3#rfTOR TOT 36 «Ft TOTOI (12) TOT TOM ^TOf ^>T TOk ^ TO?ft i 

TO?T Rfe?T ^ 3^*TtTO ^ TO TOFTTO ^ 3TcFf?T TOt faFwfdl TOT TOt %TOT ( fS'dl^d ^ 3^RR alk TOft TOTlft ^ iTOT^ 
TO?T ST^Rtf^T Rfe^T MT frofFiTOTT TOT t, PqPdP 4 d TOt ^JTir^T TOT«fcfT 3^T ^>|4 m I »H ^ TOTOF «ft Oft 

ft 5 m FT TOR 3tfTOT ^ TOT ft f^ 500 ^ 10,000 TO> ^ ^ST f RMITO TOTTOT 3TOM (R 5 ?) 3fk 100 TOT ^ 
5000 f^t TOT TO> 3TfVTOTR WTOT^T^f 3^“^** TOT 1 xlO *, 2 xl 0 * FT 5 xlO*, 4* t, Ft VdlW*t> FT ^FW«6 ^fN? 
FT^pT^RR^TO ^ I 

[TO. RO ^^TO-21 (246 )/2005 ] 

ft. r. t“n*jra, Wra> tot faror 
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New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1707 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby publishes the certificate of approval of the model of Discontinuous Totalizing 
Weighing Instrument (Totalizing Hopper Weigher-Batching System) with digital indication (herein referred to as the 
said Model) belonging to accuracy class-I and “Pax-Redlion” series with brand name “SIMEM”, manufactured by 
M/s. Simem India Pvt. Ltd., Shed No. I, No. 190-191, Kundaim Industrial Estate, Ponda, Goa-403 115 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/2005/923; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based Discontinuous Totalizing 
Weighing Instrument (Totalizing Hopper Weigher-Batching System) maximum capacity 2500 kg. minimum capacity 
400 kg. The value of verification scale interval ‘e’ is 2 kg. The display unit is of light emitting diode (LED) type. The 
instruments operates on 230V, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing is also done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of the said section the Central Government 
hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments of similar 
make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 100 kg. to 5000kg. and with 
number of verification scale interval (n) tn the range of 500 to 10,000 for *e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of 
lx 10'S 2xl0 k or 5x10*, k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the approved 
model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21 (246)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 


[RPUI—33*5 3(ii) ] 


RRRRRWTR :RA6,2006/t?m3 16, 1928 


3791 


RA Rtrdt, 10 sAtcT, 2006 

RiT. 3IT. 1708,-^AtR WR>K RR, faltR Mlft4<=hl-0 SIR RA TFRJR AAtA RT fRRT? R7TA Rt HVRIc^RS TTRTRTR At RRT t 
fRT 3«ki U9t<( A ^fMfl Afsd (AtA At rA ^jetjfci ^<st) RIR 3fr( RTR HmRj 37fvfRRR, 1976 (1976 RR 60) RRF «flci afk RTR RFTRT 
(AfeAf RR aT^Rkpf) fRRR, 1987 R» 34<qAfRt 3T3^R t afk R1R R>t ARJRRT t Irt ciMkiK yAh R>t 3TRfR A At "3RR Afsd 
RRTArT RRR* TAfaTT 3fk ferf^FT RftftRfRRt' A RR^RR ART RRIR RT7RT TARI; 

3TR: 3TR TTCRTR, RRR 3?fafRRR R?t RRT 36 RT) RRRTR (7) 3lk (8) gRT RRRT V l faRqT RR RRtR RTtA AttA 
^4,^8 yi^'i foiP-lis, At3T7 'JRd, ^Tlcr-S R>)4 R» TTTRA, fd =63 TTcRT fll^RR AkTTRHt, 3RTRRTRTR-380 014 £KI 

(W«faT*Rf-II) RTA “l* At'V’fSRR^ 3TRTRT TJRR TTfAR, 3TT2TR#TR RtdR RRR7T<R (^RRT ZR TO) ^ 
mT'S't! RR, f^W°h RT3» RR *1IH 4,^1 ^ ( r*1^ ^TlA $^1Ri RTRT^ RRR RR5R RTl?f RRT t) 3Tk 1A4 3Tj4tRR 3R^ TR 
At/09/06/01 Wft felR fRTRT RRT t, 3RR^ WR-RR *TRt 3?fc R RRft l d RTTcft tl 



T?RR RtSd fa^ft t*T RRTTT RR Ad 3RRrftR 3RRRlfRcl RtdR ^RRRR (R^MdA RRTTT RR) fl fRRTt 
3rfRR>flH H3RRT 30 fRT.RT. 3?k ^RRR STRRT 100 RT. tl RcRNR RRRH 3RRTR (A) RR RH 2 RT. tl fsA RRT STIRRER ^fRR 
tlRRRR 7TR RfRTTR ^d+dHlcRR, RfRf rMr^TR RRIR AI RRRR 3oHA* RTRfe (Rd A At) RR?f cftdR RftRR RRRT 
tl 3RRRR 230 Rt?Z, 50 RcRTRRT RR fR^R RRTR R7 R^f RRRT t I 

WlTyil J ^Z ^ gSRRR ^ 37fRftRR RTTtR rA RR3^f *Jcfl?Rf ^ fRR A TRA ^ t^R AldR^ At fRTRT 'RRRT sfa 
Afedf RA RTRRt, R«7T«fen, t^RT^R, RfRfe, ^IRRTR, Ih^MKH fA^RT 37lfR rA TTRf R7 lUdfHd/RftRfAR RFt %RT RfRRT I 

3^T ^RtR RRRRT "3RR 3TfAfRRR RTt RR1 36 Rft RRRRT ( 12) ^RT RRRT TTfRRRt RR RrAt RrA fR RR AtR^RT RRcft t 
% "3RR Rtfeci ^ 3T^RtRR R^ RRTR-RR ^ 3RptcT ^At tR^TMldl SIR "sAt PR^ld , f^RT^R ^ ST^RR Ak <lAt wAt A 
3T^fttRR RTScT RR fW^T tRTRT RRT f, tqplP4d ^At J) J7RdT ^ AA At Art, R«TTA?1T 3^7 RRArRH ^ rttdR 3MR><«! At AfA At 

i Ar.m A 50 1A. m rr? m A rt ^ tft^ fAR 100 A 5,000 (RtAAiARcrtrr hnrm 3rrm (rr) atr 100 fA. m rtrrA 

37fRRT ^ "A" RTR ^ 5,000 A 50,000 RRT RT) Ir A RcRTRR RTR TTfAd 50 fRT.in. RRT R»t 3TfARTRR 87RRT RTA t 3^T *‘t" 

RTR 1 xlO * 2 xlO * RT 5 xlO*, ^ t, At RRTcRRT R! 3gUTTrRRT -^ifRT RT ^R ^ ^TR^R tl 


[RR- A. ^5^TTR-21(I6)/200I] 
Rt.TJ. ITWTFp, fH^IRT, fafaRT R1R fRRTR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY6,2006/VMSAKHA16.1928 


[Part II-ASbc. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1708.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of series “A-T” and of high accuracy (Accuracy class-H) with 
brand name “ALTO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. True Value Instruments Private 
Limited, Lower Ground Floor, Samrudhi, Opposite Old High Court, Near Satter Taluka Society, Ahmedabad-380 014, 
Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/01; 





The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2 g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of I mg. to 50mg. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0 k , 2x10 k or 5x10 k , where k is a 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(I6)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
















[HPin—'3P*g3(ii)] _ MRd^FTWEf ^ 6, 2006/%CT 1,6, 1928 - , _3793 

M 10 adbr, 2006 

m. m. 1709.-^fol TOR fafrg ' i H ftWi K l SO 3$ !4^d R<fog TR fodR ^ TEWiqH ^ ^ t ft? 

^ fate 3 Trfnfer OTStf 4t M mtfi T ^f )TC ^Km WM 1976 (1976 *T 60) afo TTR RFRT 

C*TCSRf «F1 3FjpfoR) fam, 1987 3qyEfl ^ 3qS*T t afa^O *m qft 4faqH I1 % BW fafrt 4ft 3iqfa $ *ft 333 RISET 

W*fal aRR T^TT afa Mfa=r qftfaiM 4 ^rtrgaRT ^IT WT TOT tM; 

3m: 3T3 '-yRofTR, 33d atfvffaR VRT 36 3ft 3WRT (7) 3?fc (8) £RT TRST-JflpKfltf «FT fafa 3fa ^ 

Ms, Rterc ^?ra, ^ rw 4 , faR r«r «) w4d! , amRswR-^so oi4 m 

f^T^ZR (^T^^-III) 3^3^,4^333^0(5*^ 

wn^rt) afa 1^ an^i^ 

^/09/06/02 %*n oot i, 3?g4Ro Trtfr«nm ^fft sftt wnffiRi 3ft*ft "li 



3*0 liwjfir ftsr 33nr ^FT *rte iter srrorfa 3Rqrarftm 4tem tiwi (53r 3ro wr 3d) ti W3ft 

37tem to 30 aft* ^mo to 100 m ti «wi«h omm 3 rrir (3) 3d oh 5 m ti wft‘ 331 anfajpR ^f3o 

$t»T^chi TTcT yfci*Ki *lifa 3TTfa<J?FT y*IT3 ^13I3>T7T 4rd4d> swl-e dVid hR«ih <5M<fcfrt ^>«i( 

%\ WFT 230 4ted, 50 F^5f 3RT fasjd W 3* 3d4 3RrTT tl 


RZTffa V;te 3^ T^pRR 3^ h«H*i 3ft ♦MC'jyi aft|etpi(f ^ Rr <aitaiA ^ <l*b^ ^ ftlH 3^T 


Hi-stri ^ i#, ^r«Tr«JcTT, ■fe5UR;Rf^fe, 5RiiiH, Pi «h i^*i ftrcm anfF ^ ?raf ^ MRciWd/yfiqf^rT t^n ^ntRTTi 


sfk ^{<#>K arRffwr ^ VRI 36 ^Ft 3WtI (12) SRI IRR! 3flPw^' ^1 wRi ^ ^o; ^F ^«i w r» t 

f^> 3^?T R1SR ^ ^ yRlPI "% 3Rpfcl 37^ fdPiH^ SRI 3?fr Ri*m, fs^I^i ^ 3TJ3R 3TR 3Rft •HHifl 

a^qtf^m «FI fd^foT tofT W t, RlPffifd 3Rt <^RTI ^ ^ ^ ’^F, 'WI*fm afR 4 >i4hIMH ^ cI^Rd 4Wl°T ^ ^ 

100 fa.m ^2i(iF ^ 1 m, 100 10,000 ^ ^ Ifsi 4f wh srrm (^r) dk 5 m ^ *3R^ a^w ^ 

“i" RH ^ 500 ^ 10,000 cm? ^ ^ 4f WrMim RH.RfFtI 50 i%.TH. ^ 3 TRRkTR 5RRn t 3?R ,4 ^" W\ 1 xlO *, 

2 xlO * *IT 5 xlO*, ^ t, IHRR5F ^ ^nTc*RF Tjnfsp -qr ^tl 


[RR. R. ^^i?R-21( 16)/2001] 


4t.^ ^wJll^frl, M?T^r,'WW RT9 fa?H 


1215GI/06—5 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1709. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of series “A-TD” and of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) 
with brand name “ALTO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. True Value Instruments 
Private Limited, Lower Ground Floor, Samruddi, Opposite Old High Court, Near Satter Taluka Society, 
Ahmedabad-380 014, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/02; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for V value of lOOmg to 2g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of lx 10*, 2x10* or 5x 10\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(16)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 





[Hmn—'gpg3(ii)3, _ 16, 1928 _ 3795 

fswil,-10 2006 \ 

fft w f vte ft ft% ftter (ftft ft n$ arrajfft ftft) wz aft* ttpt 3#m, 1976 ( 1 976 60) ci«w t#t ten 

(ftftsff ^T 3f^H) fte, 1987ftteftft a*3^ft aft* ^ wftt ft % WHTO7-aftn ftt^^ WftfeR 
Wft?TT Wtjf *ft*TT aft* fafaH ^iRR-^ftlft "4’ 3H^W ft^T ^vRTT ft*!!; 

37^T: 3BR efi'ft^ *K«6K, 3eRT ■STfvf^W ftt *JT*r 36 ^aroi (7) ask (8) ^RT^ 

wte Mte, ftte n ^<th, wwtf, ate ftte ft *mft, fte w <irg*?>T ftRiwft , a*teift?-380 014 SRT 
ftrfftr to*? wftm (wftn ^pf-ra) te 44 t* ft i*ft 44 *jsren ft ftte *£^ ten, arwtercr, *te nsRrm ( « 4 Ute 
tor) ftRr^'*n,ftefttennnra 4 ‘'^"ft (tetewft wnr^nwte^nroTOTft) aftrte afiyteteamf 

Rn ft/09/06/03 ^h^Pvw ter w ft, anyte •srom-Rn te aft* ite^ra tel fti 



w ftte ft^r to nn te te stern srrmote ter 3w*ft t^ste to ftr) ftr tefi 

artem** ten so ten. aft* ■ajnnir tott 200 m fti ttrtpr toh 3rt*tb (i) ^>t "rpt 10 m fti te atef?R *jte 

ft ftRRSI TIcT hRi*K 1 ®M<fid’HrH e h STlftcT ai7I^4^ci*i TTOn fti y«hm acH'jfo sifts (T*^ft ft) 3R7f dl<rH ten?*! TOWT 

fti ^iter 230 te, 50 ^ yc<o«rft *n*r tejn to n* te nr*nr fti 

*af^ite ft tiJvi^’i ft ^faR=Ki ftt m^rT ft te* ftta-l ft ftnft ft te* ft<n4^ ftt ten ’>aHi* | Ti aft* 

ftsd ftt a^ift) i>ral, n*nftm, fe^r^n, <Hfft<i, 3rmnm, Pi°m^'t R<«&ig arrfr ftt Tinf r* nf*fttfn/nf*ftftn *ttn fftMi mTt*nri 

aft* ftfttn TT*nn* stem ftt «jkt 36 fttnnsfRT ( 12 ) ^^mtenft Rnterte^Rf ftlwtetft 
fft 333 tetf ft 3 j^hK'I ft W "STHRMra ^ <nn4n RiPi^fni "5RT '3^fl fR*m, tete atflt'37ft IRTPtft 3 

a^ftte ^t teftn ter w i, fqteftr te >p§m $ i\ te, -nten sftr teqn?R -$ ter te ’ft #1 # 

5 irm ■nr 3?rft aite ^ 44 f" ^nn ^ te 500 ft 10,000 ^ ^ ft worn ftp? Tte 50 tern ft 150 tern m ^t a^Rnte 

SracTT^nft t aftT 44 ^’^ 1x10*, 2x10*^15 xlO*, 'ft t, ftl WTf ^T ^U||^H4) ft tl 

[m 7?. ^^T^-21 (16)/200l ] 

ft t^n^fci, ftrter, te^r ^tn ten 
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New Delhi, 10th April, 2006 

S.0.1710. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Platform type) with digital indication of series “A-PF” and of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) 
with brand name “ALTO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. True Value 
Instruments Private Limited, Lower Ground Floor, Samruddhi, Opposite Old High Court, Near Satter Taluka Society, 
Ahmedbad-380 014, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/03; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 50 kg. and minimum capacity of 200g. The verification scale interval (e) is 10 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 150 kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g more and with ‘e’ value of Ixl0 k , 2x10 k 
or 5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F.No. WM-2K 16)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[Will—q”* 3(ii)j _ 6, 2006/frnrei 16, 1928 

^fe#,lO3srita,20O6 

W. 3R. 1711.-4^4 *U4»K W, 31^ T R f44K ^ H**nq v WTOTWTlft 7 PII^fa 

WJsfawTWWSfffafeR, 1976 (1976 ^60) to w sfa wi ww 

(Rfeqf fem, 1987^^^* 4 3ig^ia^'5^ wi^'F*ira ; n i%q , TraR , spft»T^ft 3Prafa3 <ft^rTOi 

■qwfrn ^rih t^ti sffc Wfi mRR*iM 3 im to Tfri; 

m: 3W sfcfaw&K, TO 3 l fafr*w W\ 36 sim (7) 3fk (8) m TO *lffeff W ifel 4Rt ^ ^rcf 
^ ^**iff<** r^to ,#3R wtf, fTOTOT?nqw 3IWWWq-380 014 ^RT 

ft fifa *ouih w<fm (^tot*^tt ^pf-in) ^ *?qqr ^ sfep ^fw, 4 i«raifta dkn torr (wfH 

$$ 4>-3VIh fag TOT) W,fefeTO4aWT’'T^ M i (fe^5Ti^TOT?[TOW5aTOTOfc) safari 

fe* 31T^ T^T 'St/09/06/04 felT trit 3Fjqfe TIWR ^TTCt 3?R y^iRin ^R?ft il 



“»brTOT4iT RteTfci siraiftti ^h^miRho (mUM*i4 ^ fej 4>H4vRi fe tot) titeR 444»<ui 
h *rfe arfroR wm 300 fern 3 tfk Tot i fe m ti wwh mpto srrtr (^) 4 * wr so m ti tr? 
sn^gere ^Rrt t faro wt Tifem «mwi<wf> *nfw adfegm iw h to?t '5T% oa^r^) TiteR mRrim 
TORfa RIRT fl 3TOT 230 50 TOfef *m fejfl WJ "'R 4TPf RTTST tl 

■RTpRI t ^H ^>t TT^rf «h<A R> 3)RlR<W Hvil^l 4^ =h4«i'[yf o^RCkT 4> fcili. o)cnA ^ Tta>^ 4> RtfO. Rt»*M ^H?TT 

3?R -qfs^T ^ -3TR?t ■RlRlft, TO*fcTT, Ri4l$H, Tlfe, SKHIW, fauiKH fetcT 37Tft 4?t Tfift "'R MR4fe/HRqf% R?f fell *TTO7TT1 

3?Rfe^ TTOT TO 3Tfqfeil 4ft 4TO 36 4ft TOUT! (12) STTTTOT $?lRKT4f ^T ifel ^ ^ *(* ’^felt t 
% -3?RT *nsq ^ 3fjq fe ^ ^T 3RfTO ^ aefcPfcT fepRfaT SRT3^t I^Rt, ^ 3FJRTC 3flk "3^ TTTRTft ^ fel£ 
ST^Jcftfe RTS'd cRT PhhWi fen W f, felfe "3Rt ^q^TT "% ^ ^ W*f?n 3?k ^feTOR ^ Tlfel 3WI 
5 .m 7H- 3 ^ 3lfe» ^ “i” RR ^500 10,000 tRj 4>t ^ ^f 7lc*TFR RH Tlfe 50 feUT. ^ 1000 fem. H4? 3flfeRm 

«WI ^ t 3 ^k u i “ TTR 1 xlO *, 2 xio * ^T 5 xlO*, ^ t, *TCTO? ^ W\W* TJJ* ^ ^ m$rV tl 

[m U ^^^21 (16 )/2001 ] 
■qt. Ti fUJ||i|Ri ) r^l4» t feRT Wl feR 
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[Past II— Sbc. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, 10th April, 2006 

S.O.1711.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instruments (Conversion Kit for Platform Machine) with digital indication of series “A-CK” and of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-III) with brand name “ALTO” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. True 
Value Instruments Private Limited, Lower Ground Floor, Samrudhi, Opposite Old High Court, Near Satter Taluka Society, 
Ahmedabad-380 014, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/04; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Conversion Kit for 
Plateform machine) with a maximum capacity of 300 kg. and minimum capacity of 1kg. The verification scale interval 
(e) is 50 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and up to 1000 kg. 
With verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5mg more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 
2x10* or 5xlO k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(16)/2001] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 








[toth— gre3(ii)] 
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: ^6, 2006/4*^16, 1928 
10 3T^r, 2006 

W. 3TT. 1712.—tffak TO, 14 fen 'Sflf^iO TOcJd TO 14 qk TO4 i> H^qiq^'TO TOTTOT ^ TOT $ % 
<5 3d fa?t£ 4f qT-Sci (414 ^Tf 3d<^fd ^<sl) qii 3?k hih HM=t» 3if4PiqH, 1976 (1976 TO 60) cFTT «fTH 3?ft R14 
(*rf6?ii 3PT ) Piqn, 1987 4^ >SHqqf 4» 4 3>fk qid TOt tTHiqdi 4 fa trt'Hdk TOTkl 31^14 4 36d qfed 

TOTT*fa TOR T^TT 3?k fa^FT qftfarfTOf 4’ 39^dd 4TO 3FH TOCcTT T#*TT; 

3TTT: 3R W4TO, "3TO SRfafdTOlfat VRT 36 TOTO1 (7) 3?k (8) UTO TOcfl Vlfad4f TO TOR TO4 ^Q[ 

Ul$4< fa144$, ^frTO ^TTcT, , 3fl<T'S d»|4 ^ TOlk, fddki «cfl< TOjJTO kkTO^fr, 3 i$msi 8 0^-380 014 gkf 

PiMd HW<H TOTFfa (qfc|i4fli TOf-III)® ikA 4>" ^jHSKrti 4> 3fa«b »f$d, 3iwmldd dldd >sM e h< u i (4f?FT 

fac }J*t>K) 4^ MlSd TO, f4k4> sd-s TO HIH '4 (144 5^4 $^°b Hsrqfc^ *dd Hl-fed q>si 4^11 4) 3^7 fa4 

3FjqfaT ftp* 3TTf TO ^t/09/06/05 *W$^ld fa*TT TOT $, 31ffl)TO TOTFTTO TOtf affc MTOfafl TOcft t\ 



■iqn *(Tsci TO* t4<^fd nq>K TO <4 s 4<rt 3flfcnf<ci 3i*<*-q(faa (<^fqvsi 4^ fai^ «hdq-?f’i fa<i m^k) d'fad 'TO^TOT 41 
TlftWI «tTTOT 25 TO 3 ?It: -^TcR 8JTOT 100 fa. ITT. $1 7TOTTO kNTOd 3RKFT (f) SR W\ 5 fa W. 11 TO 7 
3?fa^im -gfal t faW 7RT 'SrffTTRT ^didHldHd> ^iftcT 3n4^R 3HTO fl TO»m ^C^fa TFTte (TOT i ^) ^ kkfT 
qfa ll H 39gf»y< T h TOTOFT 230 4kg, 50 ^ TOTOdf ^TRT t4^5T TOW m TOcTT tl 

l^ffaT *^6 4> ^idid ^ <hRiR.^^ H^Jld ehM^^^.oqqcKl ^ fciy, ^ ^ fdy, <rTl<ri^'^ kt faqi '*um ( mi 3flr 

*ti«d "3TOft ♦n*iifl, TOFfa, \k*w, ^fad, siqyiH, "fTOTITO f4«6Td 3TT^ ^F>t TTcff HRqfan/HUq(4cT TOt fa^T "'distil 

3fa W«W< TO?T 37f«?fTOiT ^TRT 36 'fft TO^TRT (12) ’SITT TOM Tlfafaf <BT Tfa 1 ! TOrf ^ ^ kfaF TOdt t 
fa TO?T WZ& ^ SFjqfal ^ TOFTTO ^ dfafd SZt faTOfa m ^ fa3Td, fe^l ^ 3T^HR TTOkl k fa^ 

3 r yi l fgd kte^r oft faifa faqr tot t, r^rnWd ~s# TOFfa afk d> i 4m d n ^ ?ikn swm 

5.fa.TTT.'qT'3^3RfTOr ^ M 'RPT 500 10,000 TOTfa 4‘ «Wim '*TO^Tfal 5 Zq'k 50 Zq. TOTSlfTOTTO ^TOT 

3^“^’^ 1 xlO 2 xlO *"*n 5 x10*. TO1?TOT ^1 36FRTOT TJdfa ^T^T ^ tl 

[TO. U W^^T-21 (16)/2001 ] 
it. Ti. ofTOTT^frl, fd^lch, faf^> TOT falPT 
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New Delhi, 10th April, 2006 

S.0.1712.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied.that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
Instrument (Conversion Kit for Weighbridge) with digital indication of series “A-CK” and of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-III) with brand name “ALTO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. True 
Value Instruments Private Limited, Lower Ground Floor, Samruddhi, Opposite Old High Court, Near Satter Taluka 
Society, Ahmedabad-380 014, Gujarat and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/05; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Conversion Kit for 
Weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 25 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) 
is 5 kg- It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) 
indicates the weighing results. The Instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up to 50 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5kg or more and with ‘e’ value of 
lxl0\ 2x10* or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(16)/2001] 
P.A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 




[topth-toto 3(ii)] 


vmr-vTTrm: to$ 6,2006/$rorar 16,1928 
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TO$ Mft, 12 sdm, 2006 

w. an: 1713.-TO3JR tortt* tot, ftrftar M i ftwti m ttc^tt Mi to faro? to^ TO totsrtof totottor TO tott t 

1TOWrMi3nf%TOnra(TO*TOn$TOT^ftlTOtf) TORalftTORTORTOTOfaRTOn, 1976 (1976 TOT 60) RTOT TOTS afo TOR TORTO 

(TOW*# -aRT ST^rKR) ftTOTO, 1987TO^TO’TO3T^tafoTOTTOR^ 1 ff ,, ^$frR^MnTOt3TnfM'TO3TORTOTO«T 

tototTOtt toth? TfihTT TOfc ftftn MftMftrTO 3 <m<jaw M irr tort tM; 

am: am TOrofa^ tor, <wn aiMmnTOt tort 36 TOt*3^ tort (7) m (8) srt m < i fiwTO tot Mr toTO 

W*\ wn f TOfljfrH ftiwm , TOE-32, H Ef foW TO R I ES , 21 , TORTO 7&, TOM (TOMt)-4000604, 

tofrt^brtMtM “q to^-strtrtTOE" ifomTO ww ftmtfi Nlffo Mm tfitort(wi aroifta) TOtotcrtot, firaTO to 
TOT ’TO m TOW TTOT” ♦ (1M *toTO TOR TOTOI ♦) afc fTOTO 3T»f>#R faTO ^ TOt/09/2005/1050 

tojWw Mr tot ♦, ar^sftro wm to totTO afc sroiftm totTO ti 

TOW TOW ( tTW TO TO$ anafrn TO#) TOwTT uTTOTT$¥ W>\w\ TOln (TRR 3TTVITR) ?l RTTOT anvTOTW WRT 2 

fawitm ^ wi tor ti iroft into 1 *^ TOiitf ^ tot, 3 ^ to w ^ M Mn to 

♦l TO TOfr f*R2 24-90 TOR TORT fl TOTOR 230 TOte afc 50 HWW rf f TOT falJTT TOTR R7 TORf TORT il 

_JOJ_ A - —A _ A A ...V ri ft A r A. -.A ft . A A A Jl a a ^ r\ .ft. ft ft 

WrTTOI WH TO TOT TOR TO TOTOTO TOR TO) TOTOJ^TO TOTORT TO TO? TOT TOR TO TOTOi TO TO? TO TOTRTOTO 7TOTO 

TOTRTOI 



afa TO’TOR *RTOR TORR STATOR TOE TOTO 36 TOt RTRRT (12) £RTTTCR TOfTOrTO TOT Mr ^ ^ TOTOT TOlTO $ 
fTO TOT TO5R TO SFJTOtoT TO fTO WTO TOT TO afftrfw 3TOt faM<TT 5RI sTOt ftOTT, feTOI?R ^ TO^TR afo 2fTOt TOtM ^ 

“TOT 3T*p^f*R TOIFR TOT f^RTOTO ITOto TOTT t, RRWd 2 -mil 2 Irorot Tm ^ wm TO tow^ rot ?proTO^FtM, 
totoTOtt afk toi4mi<jh ^ rRr <jm«mto TO #T 

[TOT. TO. ^^^-21 (297)72005] 
TO. T?. TO^RjR, Mtoto, RrfMTO TOR fro^TR 


1215 GI/06—6 
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New Delhi, 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1713.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Automatic Gravimetric filling 
machine (Time based) of “AQ-RFC” series and with brand name “Aqua Sagar” (hereinafter referred to as the said 
model), manufactured by M/s. Aqua Sagar Fileration Systems, D-32, Mandal Industrial Compound, Road No. 21, Wagle 
Industrial Estate, Thane (W)-400 604, Maharastra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/2005/1050; 

The said model (See the figure given below) an automatic gravimetric filling machine (time based) and its 
maximum capacity is 2 kg. or equivalent volume. It is used for filling the viscous liquids products like mineral water, 
flavored milk. Butter milk, fruit juice, blue. It fills 24-90 bottles per minute. The instruments operates on 230V, 50Hz 
alternative current power supply. 



> 


In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 2g to 2Kg or equivalent 
volume manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(297)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M fotft, 12 2006 

^noano 1714.-F>F\tF *K«hK FIT, fafed illfM«hiO 5R1 3Tt Mfcja FT iFFIT FIT^ F> «FIFH ft FFT $ 

lF» "3FF fTF^ 3 4P4n Hl-Sd (Ft^Ft 7 ^ ^gf) W 3?tr FTF FHFI 3#m, 1976 ( 1976 FIT 60) F*TTW 3?lT FTF HTFFI 
(fts#' fitsfjfM) fa*m, 1987 ^fff *if ^ 3tj*sf t 4 t ftf F?t ttftfft i far mim f#tF it 3 p^ 3 FFaFisw 
FFT^F? FFR TSlFT sfa fafFR MRfwftwT ^ '3Mg«R! ^FT FFR FTTFI T^FT; 

3RT: 3?F ^^FTTTFIFT, W 3ffW^T*T F?t FTTT 36 Fft^FFRT (7) afo^FFTTT (8) 5JF F^fl ¥lfa<1Ff FIT FFfa FI7^ §tr 
T^TTf TfaFT WR fa<Wm,^t-32, Mw«n 5HSR?4W F»*FT3*S,7teF. 21, FNNrl §-*R^4H F[t£ 2, *TF*t (FfaFF)-400604, 

H8KI*£ T5TTT fafaffa "F F^-Ft 7ft” ^j«Kr1l F> JW4llWfl TtfMtf^FI ftlfaPT 3W><U| (TRF STTFlffa)^ iftgfl FIT, ftatf FT 5 ^ 

FIT FR "FFFT WR" $ (fart WKV <TFF TTTScT FIST FFT t) sffT fart STgsfcfa f^F 3TT$ T£T ^t/09/2005/1051 

farm fft t, s^t mi Twm ff Fret afc M» r fiid fit# h 



■RTFcl (^ Ft F^ 3fl^fa ^@t) J^-qi(^ PufilM FTlfa (TRF SKFlfTF) ft SffFFIFF SRFT 20 

fadliWH FT T? I y*<V» ‘^rt 4 ?)«k4 ^F, FZT^F, FR i^TT, «^Flt FT^ Ft f?FI£ f*HFl FFT 

i? I FS mRi Ih’I*! 1 -4 '■H u i «h<<Tl ^1 <SH e h<°l 230 ®itw. 3^T 50 f><^4 ycmqaT Fki fasjn y^i^i FT «t>i*f FiTcTT ^1 

^H.(TWm ‘eta F^t «t><A ^ 3lt?rfTFa Fit FRS’Jpt ^RFRt Ft ^ "Fl^ TfcbA ^ ^ 

Fnrnni 

3?k TR^TT-3FF SlfaPpR F»t FRT 36 F»t 'SFVR (12) FTTT 3RcF FlfFFFf FIT FFW <FT^ FF MtF«ll F>T?ft $ 
fF> IFF Fl^ci ^ SFJRKF ^ ?TT FFTF FF ^ STRfF 3^1 IqPmtffl ^TTT TRft f^SlVt, fs^!5*i ^ SRJTTfT 3^ , 3TTt THFlft ^ fFWft 
3FF STgFrt^cT FTSTT ftlPRfoT f%FT FFT t, ftPlWd 3 FTF ^ 20 teit FTF ?& F>t Vm ^ TIW3# ^ ^ ft 
^FI, F«mtFT 3?fo FIRtFTrR ^ FteR FFFTTF Ft #tl 

[FF. U S*FlV?t 21 -(297 )/2005] 
Ft.T^. y aJH^ra , r*f^!F>, f^TFI FIF tFiTR 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0. 1714. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the automatic Gravimetric filling 
machine (Time based) of “AQ-JFC ” series and with brand name “ Aqua Sagar” (hereinafter referred to as the said 
model), manufactured by M/s. Aqua Sagar Filteration Systems, D-32, Mandal Industrial Compound, Road No. 21, Wagle 
Industrial Estate, Thane (W)-400604, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IN D/09/05/1051; 

The said model (See the figure given below) an automatic gravimetric filling machine (Time based) and its 
maximum capacity is 20kg or equivalent volume. It is used for filling the viscous liquids products like mineral water, 
flavered milk. Butter milk, fruit juice, blue. It fills 1—4 jars per minute. The instruments operates on 230 V, 50Hz 
alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of 3kg to 20kg or equivalent 
volume manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(297)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 





[WTII—FTO3(ii)j 


MKF mmm : M 6, 20Q6fam 16, 1928_3805 

12 trim, 2006 

fa frf ftitt 3 qft fa i te Fi (iNt it r$ anqfo t#) rif dttm rto aifafim, 1976 (i976*ST60) mwz&tmwix 
(Rterif *ft 3Tj^) f*m, 1987 ^ <3H^^f ^t •aJR «iifl F>t t fa> WIR1R Slit*! ^ "i it FRF HfeW 
RRT*frlT RRHJ Tfrti <$K fafaR ■# FH^fflikll WT RvRfl TGRT; 

3RT: 3TW, W4K, FRF <HfVPwi Rft RRT 36 RfrFRRTF (7) sfrt (8) SRTFfRFT'Ylf$VTVYR>T’RflCt ^t*R$ 
^rrt wm ^t-32, •gp^gr ysf &qa R R*nFVF , Tte io 21, wi$ v&z, «n^r (Rft^r) -400604, 

HSK1VJ "SRI faRlftfl “H, R^-itT^F SjFTflTafr WRlRiF ifR4tf^<6 ftrftfn 44RRUI (ftfcM f4»W) R> hT-SM RjT, ‘50^5 

R?T FTR 4 *t^WT RRR“ t (t^ W$ W^l FRF Rfo* ^ f** 3H$ ^ Ft/09/05/1052 

1 r>rt rrt t, wi rr *nft aSk wiftm Rnrft t; 

frf itesr (*N It Rf anfftt i$) FrarfaF flfaitffo faftpr R?fa (wi srmrfRT) ft srfaRRm (&rft 

5 Rt>HliJlH RT FTRR RTRT ?! 3TRFT IRW>*I 8flTO ^T «H4Rlfl 7m, RT, RRKF 3m R>T w R> TRiRT RRT FI RF 

sft 1w 24-64 RTR RRFT tl 230 RtFF 3?R 50 F^f RRTRRff RRT f^T ?m ^ ^ tl 

WlfW J l «Ft ^Rt ^ SifaR^n R?T^ ^ <t»Md^ ®WFlt' ^ "^nt ^ ^ t^RTT 

^TTI 



3?r^ rfvf^Rm^ ri36 crvrt ( 12 ) ^rtto viRw^iT*>ttrtrt^rfR taw^rot t 

% Rtg^ ^ 37^R^F ^ R3 ^ 3RRf<! F# IqRtnloi ?RT F^t RTSRT, Ts^I 51 ^ 3^TR 3^k F^ft ^IWlft V, fFTW 

F^F 3R3*tf^F Ffe^f faRwH %RT W t, RlPlWfl 100 UTR "R 5 RIR R»t F?t 8S1RFI ^ RTR FRt ^ Ft 
*)«4l«tnf 3lf^ ^»i 4 hwi ^ fiicil FRRRFT ^ tRtl 


[m Ro F^TJR-2l(297)/2005] 

it. Ti ^rwrpjft, fiFTT^, farfa^ rir t^rn 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1715. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (See the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Automatic Gravimetric filling 
machine (Piston Filler) of “AQ-PFC ” series and with brand name “ Aqua Sagar” (hereinafter referred to as the said 
Model), manufactured by M/s Aqua Sagar Filteration Systems, D-32, Mandal Industrial Compound, Road No. 21, Wagle 
Industrial Estate, Thane (W)-400604, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark I ND/09/05/1052; 

The said Model (See the figure given below) an automatic gravimetric filling machine (Piston Filler) and its 
maximum capacity is 5kg. or equivalent volume. It is used for filling the viscous liquids products like vegetable oil, 
Vanaspathi ghee, margarine etc. It fills 24-64 packets per minute. The instruments operates on 230 V, 50Hz alternative 
current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of ‘he said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of lOOg. to 5kg. or equivalent 
volume manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (297)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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WHWW: 6, 20064911V 16, 1928 


^ ftwft 12 3^1,2006 

mo mo 

1976 ( 1976*3 60 )lTOTO 3 ftTO*?RW 
m aq»tof) tftw ,1987 ^ *K*ft^ fr aft w *m*ft Tftrcmi ft> w i wh atin *ft araftr 3 «ft im iflra 

Wl*ffll 7RT9 3ft faftH HftlVMRl^T *¥ KH ^PRTT TfttT; 

3W: 3W HRJR,3*ff 36 K*R1 (7) «ft *9*310 (8) jflO KW*BTtNN Vflfr 

ft«f fo ft Mfft »*h 4) , "20/94,lft ft<ff yi^R-673003,^KtgRTtiffin *** Wfrlt (TOtfcfft|*f H) OR* 

M TflT-'t *ft " *$«sn ^ afro7£*f TSfewtom Tjoor arcoo i ftw tpw»w TO) ^ Tftesi m ftretfiff o*i to 

, 4 *ftm" $ (ftri Rtf rp£ k o i ^toi tflfcsr wto t) 3ftfttf aijirt^ ftp* atf k 7^/09/05/920 ft*n to t, 

JfljJpiftH TOO TO Oft 3ft SWlfifPI TO* ft 

TOT OfiRT ^ *T$ *fll) K» ft^j* ft* TOR ^TR 3TOfaT 3TWWftRl (£*5T *fa TOR *!T) ORB 

*tort ft aflwm* vm 30 ftnatom aft *jto 100 to ft ton* onto aftrcrcr (i) 2 to ft m 

<fw43» *N)l (7RV£&) K*f <JKftlfl *>RIT ft <TWRO 230 tf?2 3ft 50 *S^f 3JWTSPff TO ft%fl KRf K TOf TOTT $1 



wftft ^ ^ aifiiR^w Ryffa o* TO*tf ^ ftR «rteiA ^ ftp* ^ ftp? ^p*t ^i^hi 

aft TOR TOT atfrfTOT 9* TO 36 ^ *9TO (12) SRT Km Oftmtf *>T 3Pfm OR* otfOT TO* t 
ffc TOf ifel ^ 3T5*to ^ ^f Wl K ^ -31ft ftftqfm ^RT ^ 313«R 3^ ^ 7^ ftp^ 

Kf?T 37y?TTK hi 5H ^RT m*PT T3F9T 7 RT *, T^fniK 3^T ^pBWT W W 5T Kf», KTT*kJT 3fR ^JrKI^Pf 3» nl^iHf ^ THm 

i ft: nm 7 & 50 fa. m 100^5000 tr»*> ftr«<^im (t^t) aft jooft.m 

^ 4 ^‘TfH^ftT9 5W ^ 50£00 m* ^ W*<im TOR 3RRRI (K) 50 ft».OT. KT W1 t 

aft“f'TiR i xio*, 2 x io^ ^ 5 x io*,^ i, ^ «rn?K» *t ^ir ^ ■^rog^ ft 

('K.-tf. *^1^-21 (218 )/2O05 ] 

4 ^ ^wiPjp, ft^RF, ftrftsp ^T9 ftRTR 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O.1716.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is irr conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “DS-JP " series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “DEEPAM” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Surabi Engineering Co.,’ 
20/294, Premier Kallai, Calicut-673 003, Kerala and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/920; 

The said Model (See the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity of 30kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) indicates the weighing result The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 




In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5,000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50 mg and with number of verification scale interval 
(n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with V value of lxl0\ 2x10 k or 5xl0\ k being 
the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(218)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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mm mvm ? mf 6 ,2006/<ftw 16,192s 
mfftwft, i2«rfft,zoo6 

m?o*ro i 7 i 7 .-*ftw wm m, Mm mftmrft im i Mtat w tm «n<) frre fr* sra iftrcr 

«T 5 *ft«cn n^pr fWW ftrwnc tirr^ tto # fir ^r fliW«r i#wr 

TO*RW«tfWnW, 1976 (I976 *T60) TO HR RW (iflRtf m 1*m, 

1987 m TOW W H|Pf IF TO fff TO m? tnWRT f Tfr Wmm WI m TOTH H Hr TOfl HITO WTO? ITOfTHRT TO 

faftpi qft f NM 3TOfm 3wt tot tow tfrn ? 

jm? am, 3 ft< ?t ram , tow nW^nl> vm 36 ft toto? ( 3 ) ftftftftt tohr( 7 ) «M8)imftm 

'fiiW'fl m? wnr mm jp, w tor cmn 'mm $ni hr wroi-28606, «r'+* *4?i www$ to torh tor mro? tori 
impta IWft*, mA 1m, imi, tftf -400072 fE m rotar m fftm ft* Hmr ftoft TOmfr ft ^rtinrM 

fiftw (wftn mf i) m3 m h ft-nwrift r«/ 3 ft tp? M *Jwm ft *j*m ftfcm TOWftoTi totoui (^roifa 
wrr) ft ftwr m? ftaftirfr m? to “tem ftftft” ♦ (M wr TOft w TO t) ft* ftft qyifrm fft* snf tm 
^t/09/2005/531 to^TOw fftm to $, 3 pjftm wt hi TOt ft* Twntlfm m*ft ti 



tot ftift iftiftftm ft* ftftftft airman srcwftm ($w? TO vmm) ftwTORmtiiw^ 
*m 320 Wo e * 1 H?« HR ft ftftlTO TO * 1600 3ft e * 5 3ft t I Wl RftTO ft«ft * 33OJW0 (#) . 1 
ftoiiro ft ftn* ftr'ftf TO ftfo gro ^fft ti Mm? imiftorm wwwww* Rfar aw#«Tgpm ftroft? TOR m*T 
(imit)iRM w ft w mm? ti 230 3k so HRwff m vt mnfmmrtt 

RfiPt W|l ! HRfr ;— m?RR t W2 m? «iw( HT? Hf 3TTmRn HRW Hu 4>4<i^l wR wlm 1? TWR m 

%?? 3ftlft ft \ 

[mr. 3o OT^t^-21 (79)/2005 ] 

-. ■ ^ ten 


1215GI/06—7 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1717. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority along with the model approval certificate issued by the Nederlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by third proviso of sub-sections (3) and sub-section (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby issues approves and publishes the certificate of 
approval of the model of non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of special accuracy 
class (Accuracy class-I) and of series ‘AB-S/AB-L/JB-C’ with brand name “Mettler Toledo” and manufactured by 
M/s Mettler-Toledo GmbH, Im Langacher, 8606 Greifense, Switzerland and sold in India without any alteration or 
additions by M/s. Mettler-Teledo India Private Limited, Amar Hills, S.V.Road, Powai, Mumbai-400 072 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/13/05/531; 



The said model is an electronic and monoblock technology based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table 
top type) with a maximum capacity of s 320g. e ^ Img. or maximum capacity s 1600ct, e a 5ct in respect of verification 
scale interval n s 320,000 for e lmg. It has a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The 
Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and SOHertz alternative 
current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 


[F. No. WM-21(79)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 







[RTRII—RFF 3(ii) ] 


RRFRRRRm : -Rf 6, 2006/^nrar 16, 1928 


3811 


12 3^,2006 

HOVio R*R»R R»T, faf6d TTlfaRnft FF dlW'l'JF MtfFR^IcJd (RR RR 3flf) H)<U<Aug SRI RT& "SRTR-RR 

RffcF F*t 3TRJF fate RT ffaW Rfa ^ R?FEp RF RRTRTR Ft RRT t % F®1 fate 3 Fftfa HlSd (#t ^t Rf 3RRjlF t^) 
RTF 3^7 RTR RTRRi afaf^RR, 1976 (1976 RR 60) FRT RTF aft* RTR RTRR» (Rfe# RR RfRfcR) f^, 1987 ^ FRRRt 
^ 3?^FR t 3fc 5R RW ^ RRIRRT t % RP TTFK TJRW R?t RRfa tf Rt FRF R1FH RRT*tFT RRR 7#TT 3?ft fR f *TR HfifalM 
tf FR*JRF faT RR1R RRFT TtRT; 

RF: 3TR ifafa RFSTC, FRF 3?fatRRR R^ 3RRRT (3) ^ FtR* RTRJRf 3$ft RTF 36 R>t FRV1R (7) ^R (8) 5RTRR?F 
^RFR? RR fatR R*ft fa*t 3fagt R«irwi 3fl? RR ^rnM-28606, RfrtRft ftR^ttfruF afo RftF f tF?R ^RFT ?feRT 
W&, RRT iFFR, RR.^t. TtF, Rfaf, ^-400072 fRRT fRTFfi Rfafa afo Rfalfa 5TO fa# 5TO ftfRF H fRfa RRTsfFT (RRT«fFT 
fa I) RI^ m ^ RRR/tJR T^RR/^RR ^ 3TRRF *£FR RfFF 3RRRTfaF rflcFF FRRRR (tRFT Ffa RRRT) ^ RT5?T 

RR faR^ RTF RR FIR “tF?R F^fFt" I (fa& FRF RfeR R^T RRT t) 3^ f^F 3Tlf Ft/09/2005/532 

RRftf^lF 1%RT RRT t, 31 3JRTR RR fat 3^ y^lfVIF Rfat tl 



FRF RTF^T 3?k RTRR far RTRlftF 3RRRJ%F (tRR FFT RRR7 RR) did'I FRRRRT tl ^RRft arfRRTFR RRFT 

220 FT® e fc 1 tRo FTR t I RrRFR RTRRR 3KUIH (t) RR RR e * 1 fa>FT© fRR TR s 220,000 tl ?RR RRT aTT^R^RR 
*jfRF tl fFRRR JJMHfiWId ^RRRRRFTTRRT RlftF STT^RgFR 3TRTR tl RRT FRRt^Pf (RR Rt.Ft.) RTRR MRuim FRRfflF RTTF1 
tl HWI 230 Ffce 50 F^ RTRTRtff RRT tR^F RRTR RT <t>i4 «Mdl tl 

%RT RTHT :-RJlfiRR RTt RtcfRR R^t ^ 3TfdRRF R3?ftR RR RTRRtjuf ^ f^tr ^R R FR^ ^ 

iRTTRlFTR^t R>t FTTRltl 

[R5F. R. FR^RSf-21 (79)/2005] 
Rt.R. ^nrjft, fRt?IR>, fFto RTR iFRTR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec.3(U)] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1718.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, along with the model approval certificate issued by the Nederlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1*976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by third proviso of sub-sections (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of the model of non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of special accuracy 
class (Accuracy class-I) and of series ‘AB-S with brand name “Mettler Toledo” and manufactured by M/s Mettler- 
Toledo GmbH, Im Langacher, 8606 Greifence, Switzerland and sold in India without any alteration or additions by 
M/s. Mettler-Teledo India Private limited, Amar Hills, S.V.Road, Powai, Mumbai-400 072 and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/13/05/532; 



The said model is an electronic and measuring cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of <; 220g. e i lmg in respect of verification scale interval n £ 220,000 for e a lmg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

[F. No. WM-21 (79)/2Q05 ] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 




[WH-Tir»¥,3(a)j 


3813 


MRff H?T mn : Vj 6, 2006/iTWg 16, 1928 

n 3dm,2!m 

htonito 1719 ,-^N wrn m, fatal infamA srcr H K ' d ft u Jwfcnr srcr mft nfaw 

HfRter ntar TTOffT fate ^ ftam Hfci ^ hthj^hi HHWRftHHrita nwrfate* nftfa Ttfrcr ofriit te 
aTT^fir itf) wtzafa hr niwarfafaHH, i976<0976 hjt 60) iwr wt vk*m*m ofawif *?*3«rta) tam, 1987 «fr 
afr aapn i ata FT Hm ttaraHi i % ww unto Hit awfa ^ # hhb Hfry iiai fr i T#n 4 W*r 
##i‘ i’ Hq^w #arr wr hrr xfrn; - ,,i; " 

am: m '&$& mm, ?m arfaftHH Hi hri 36 nit hh-hth (3) ^start n^p»» *ta hh-hri (7) ata (8) srt 
3RW ?lPw<i{ ^ ^rct %?W WW an? ip? ^Ti-28606, ifaNft ^WR^oi «fa HFCrt if fa&R'^rcW* 

ifm m*z fwfai*, mi taw, xfa, nfa*. 3te-400072 fiH<wrt » * sro faftaatafan fast nfanfa Hi *ta sfr bto 

fanfare cwferHTf 11 ) nrrt “it It wi iMt” qmm # ate* ^hh Hrf tar awrHrftaTHHHJTH 

Ctmttvm) ^Hf^Hn,farcteHfeH*HtH “■^^^rst“t (ftafrHHHHfeHr WHHri) sfo fart atj i tei faqn srcf 
m Tt/09/2005/533 HH$f?m faHT HHT i, SHRT-HH Hlft afc TOlftRI HJH& il 



rtfecr s&fitFra; ata *teN?twr tfaaftwfl Hrorfar aRHH i ftw (iner zfa iprr %) Hterc ^rtrt ii ?HHi 
arfanmn nj*mr s 8ioo ia<> mm*i&*m* ^fm, m s 6i,ooo, 2100 ui?*iofHonTo ii sni t*h> 

arcings -qjm ii fas^i % ufam* mmsmrnm -. h$h aort^i^H wm it ?rh ^®t ou w rifeu stein 

n#I TO ii HHHHH230 m HtHBrf Hwm it 

fi»»«« HffHT WfWn H»t HTrt ^ <«InRq<i Hi HWflJjtf «wwt ^ ^ ^ 

Wftl . 

[m H. ^5^T?R-2](79)/2005] 

t f w n^, Pi^i«t>, iHfHHf HR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1719.— Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority along with the Model approval certificate issued by the Netherlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below), is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by third proviso of sub-sections (3) and sub-sections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of high accuracy 
class (Accuracy Class-II) and of series ‘PB-S/PB-L/JB-G’ with brand name “Mettler Toledo” and manufactured by 
M/s. Mettler-Toledo GmbH, Im Langacher, 8606 Greifense, Switzerland and sold in India without any alteration or 
additions by M/s. Mettler-Toledo India Private Limited, Amar Hills, S.V.Road, Powai, Mumbai-400 072 and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/13/2005/533; 



The said Model is an ekctrorrk and tncnoblock technology based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table 
top type) with maximum capacity of * 8100g. e 2 lOmg. in respect of verification scale interval n s 61,000 for 
e a. lOmg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) 
indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent from the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 







[TOfl—TTO 3(ii)J 


ni'i'Pff i vt 6, 2006/^rrer 16,1928 


3815 


12 stfm, 2006 

m.m. mm ^t, ftte tnftrantf m Ofto -srtf) ?m it# iter 

a?5*to wi-^ ^Rft?r ml 3rcg?r fW ^ ftrsrc wti to i ft> tot # ^ftfcr iter (iH ^ 

sn^ftr ** ) to afa to tost arfafror, 1976 (1976 ^t 60) to to zfcm mro (*te»f to a r ^^n ) fro?, 1987 # 
TOfVf ,# 37g^7 i afo fsr TO TOTO t % TORTR JRfa # aroftr # TOT RteT TOSfcjTTOT? TSN 3^T ftlftRT 
■qftftarfNf # TO ^ RT wt TOT T^TT; 

TO:aq^^^TOR^TOTarf\it^^TO 36^^-TOr(3)^^iR?g^a^ to-to (7) afe (8) trc 
TO. *1^64' TO TT#T TOft "fo# TOTTTO aTRRJ? *Tfr#-286G6, #»Nft afft TOT # ifemzteT# 

fluf^a, arar ten, ' 5^-400072 ijro ftte afft Art tefr mR^ # iftn^srcT 

ftffln *<m <w i « fai*f *te arerciftm awu i (terzfo 

tor) # nfro to, ft## to to TO m ^tt dWUV* t (ft# tot iter tot to i) afk ft# arjtte ftr$ anf to 

^t/09/2005/534 fTOt TO i, a T jV t ^H TITOT-TO TO afc TOlftw TO# $I 



tot iter 3ft? i^terar gtel fTO anTOr arrote (ter TO tok %) TOr toto ti 

TOtor tott *8100 ul t ftrcrro hwhh toto after to *8100 1 m # fan? $ 1 **#TO> amtogro ^ftpr h 

fa^TO TO yftlfW TOTOWRTO TOft afl^qgfrH 3PTR $1 /STO TOT (TO*##) TOr irf*TO TO[f$RT TOTT £| <dH4»< u l 

230 TOe a^ 50 ¥^3f urciTO m r TOf tot it 

wTO TTOJl TORT :—f«n«4«i mz TO «t<rw* TO^ v ofinU«rn TOR TO ®TTO<T *£ WR «W*i « 7TTO w 

[W #o W^RR-21 (79 )/2005 ] 
^»TT^ft, U^m , ftrfTO TO ’ftSTR 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Part II—Sbc. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1720. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority along with the Model approval certificate issued by the Nederlands Meetinstituut (NMI), Netherlands, is 
satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below), is in conformity with the provisions 
of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and Measures 
(Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of sustained use 
and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by third proviso of sub-section (3) and sub-kections (7) 
and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate of 
approval of the Model of non*automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium 
accuracy class (Accuracy clas«*lll) and of series ‘GB-S/PB-S’ with brand name “Mettler Toledo” and manufactured 
by M/s. Mettler-Toledo GmbH, Im Langaeher, 8606 Greifensee, Switzerland and sold in India without any alteration or 
additions by M/s. Mettler-Teledo India Private Limited, Amar Hills, S.V.Road, Powai, Mumbai-400072 and which is 
assigned the approval mark I ND/13/2005/534; 



The said Model is an electronic and monoblock technology based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table 
top type) with maximum capacity of s 8100g. e * lg. in respect of verification scale interval n s 8100. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent from the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

[F. No. WM-21(79)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 






[nmn-~tt»¥3(ii)] 


4K04»rwni:4f 6,20e6/teri6, 1928 3817 

4 $fawft, 12«rftw,2006 

m.m. i72i. -aNfe j ^K on, faft o si ted gm *3 iggo ft# st faort o*ft ^ iftoorifar 

sonftftf/fr oftefl l te ffofr^of anfafofrdf) ore ateon wm anfater, 1976 (1976 4H60) o«noie 
(■tfcri? on 3?fte*fawo, 1987 ^ergvs i afoo«oRt^^teor ilteomK oofa oft 

m: m wm, sorr anfate? oft m 36 oft bsori ( 7 ) <$RU% o*ft go%d 

**n 2 te ffaeo, ^-216, 4 *te o*R-aft, arafa do, •ffajir *if *034 o^^mft, 005 *, 

(0*B*fffl 0*f-II) Oftf lfa *jtel iwf'^JR ■flffrtf atROOlftW ?ft*!B 0044®! (£o*l #M WR^ afiMOfaOl Oi'ffaFmft 

ifconom l 1«n^» >, t ( ^^wt MioKi/aoti Mtew o^tost t )sfa fad aryft^fag snf ^^t/ 09 / 06 / 29 ooffifro 
ten oor i, anyte soft so tet sfo sonte o*ift it 



boo ote m faffa do som ousted*! anroiffa srcooitef Bfa to) oterc ttoi ii ORoft anteim 
am is tern afa am 50 m i 1 «wr tor mm (f) Tf^imti w$ iifaRon 

y n wteo oifar a n dsgwn sow ii iron bw4 o t omfe 1 (v& f tf) nod dwto sfanm W i 1 

230 dfaz, 50 Bgd OTOO# m fa^O SOW 0* OSft 0*01 t\ 

Rafadi oft dta o*ft o> aiftiffad fadfci so>o> oft *ft dta famr ^m/iiafa sdfa oft omjf aoof id ##14 oftd 
Olft d Tfaft aftted^W ten 4m afa dfecf oft BROft RRlft, ORte, telg 4 fr'Rte B0 d«l, OWfa l ft teTB «nf^ 

3fk %BftO R70>RB40 afffafaSS oft ORT 36 4ft BS4RT (12 ) gm0 ; Ifafl# Off^NN *4?# |^4(N^ a(R# i 
fa? 4401414*1 4^4134)40 ^ JR 441®! 44 ^ BfaftO ^Fft ftfftwfOT £m %4Tf4 4 1 ^41^^ iRft RFHIlft #$14^ 

■340 3134^0 tvsw^MUt ten 'nor i, fttefo ^pft *fa*n ^ ft ^4», twi«Joi air 44?J4W4■aft 
1 fa Tim'd 50 famw'sft "i” 4 R ^ fan 100 ^ 50,000 04 > 4 ft ioefa.m nr ante ^mjm 

04» 4ft ^4 ft'4WRR 4H (ff) mm 4lte 50 fain. (T4T 4ft IMtt "ftem‘4 X10 *, 2 x 10 * 4T 

5 x 10 * h t, 4ft- 44444T^ 1 ? Wm 41 ^4 ^ 44 ^* 4 il 

[4TT. 4. ■sa^im 21 (273 )/2004] 
dt ftter, fate 4N fa?Pi 



1215GI/06—8 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY6,2006/VAISAKHA16,1928 


[Past II—Sbc. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.0.1721. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report* (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of series ‘SMT’ and of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) with brand 
name “SMARTRK” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s Smart Weighing System^B-216, 
Vardhman Nagar-B, Ajmer Road, opposite Hirapura High School, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/06/29; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 15kg and minimum capacity of 50g. The verification scale interval(e) is lg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy‘and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range x>f 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg to 50mg and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl 0\ 2xl0\ or 5x10*, where k is a positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(273)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 







[<wn-?w3(u)] 


3819 


WSqTTSTOrSf 6, 2006/tog 16,1928 

s£ Iswft, 12 stim, 2006 

w, air. 'i722.'- , 4r^SI , -n *hs>i< hit, fatal Triftranft to kgs ftste sr ftrsR snft ^ hththh* tothr ^ tot $ 

%TOSft<ft£^Hrfk!SfeSr TO3ksR STTOr3lfHf^/l976 (1976HIT60) TO! SR ak HR HHSI 

(aflfcsff sir argils) faro, 1987 ^ tos^t! ^ argro i ak to ski sit ww t fa totto ssis sft ar*fa3 tft to?t sfesr 
ssrkn shr TOfa ak faf*R sftftsfaif 3 aqgs<i ifar hsh htot iftni; 

3W: TO «V*K, 3H?T arfM^H H?l HTCT 36 Hft TOSTO (7) 3k (8) TO STO TflpMSf SIT USk Hllft ^ kill 

mi ^tt ftran, ^-216, skro w-aft, 31^1 ite; tfUign * 1 $ lap ^ smft, ssgi, trwh to ftrisffa toto ssr*fa 

(nsufm skin) sk **to hs # hr" *jsrcn aft arsis? ^ss Hffa iten wft (£sr tfq to) fa sfeR hit 

faflfa TO SIT STS “WlM" ft (fa^ TO$ TO# MfHI^HSH HfeR TOT TOT ft) 3kfaft argfaTO faf 3TI^ TR fa/09/06/30 
TOgftftRT fas? TOT ft, afgsfaf 3RFT-TO ^TRt ak SS flftM Hrfa ft| 



TO?T HfeR TOT faffcT fts TO SIT fa? kl 3TOTft<T 3RSS#TS (3 hR Zfa 3THIR) fa?R TOSTOT ftl TOSft arfSHTO 
8ERm 20 1ST.UL ak -^inn TOST 40 SL ft t UW1UH HTOR 3RRTR (f) far HR 2 HI ft I TO^ TO? ankiggR gfar ft l faSHIT 

vwuRwm «wh»rhiws> sifts arfasgjH tots fti totttt sriRfa -erste (hr i fa) nsri sfarc nftRis ansffift sum ft i 

tostot 230 sise, 50 TOirafrif m Istja to hi hip* srst fti 

ieift*ftT sfte sit fa*r sifa fa arftftsa fazftn Hfas? nil fa faR fasr hrst sift sfas sit SRegaf fa faqr,sftft 

sift fa ^s»% fa fan fa fatass fas? sttot a^ sfgR asi ^ssfi swift, tot«&tt, fesi?s, sftfesslsff , sn^saft ^cftr arils 

^infa^fHSRTHtf siro i 

3fft ^sfis siswess arfafaro sfi sro 36 sftTOSm ( 12 ) tin hsst srfsrof ^sst toIh sRft ^ sts^r sisft $ 

ftn ess sTsr ^ argsiss ^ to tort-to ^ aftpfs TRft fsftwftn to ftrsERi, ftsro aft sttor ak toI swift ^ ftro^ , 
ft»srT o!♦, ftPi1^^ , JSTRI^^#kF,SS1^3ks5RjHITO^?ftTOTOTOHSi#isft 5 m 
STTO^3TftW»S^ M f , 'SR^ft!S500 ^ 10,000 TOTSft^^SWm SR S%S 50 %.HT. TO> sft Slf^STO TOST ST^ f ak 
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aft. ^ giwngfft, r^i<6, ftrfror sr ten 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1722.—-Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of series ‘SMTL’ and of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) with 
brand.name “SMARTRK” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Smart Weighing System, 
B-216, Vardhman Nagar-B, Ajmer Road, opposite Hirapura High School, Jaipur, Rajasthan and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/06/30; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 20kg. and minimum capacity of 40g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. 
The h,i:ruxm:*>: operates on 230Volts, 50Hertz alternative current power supply. 

Ib ud:uon to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudutefl ; w actices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) tn the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g, or more and with ‘e’ value of lxlO\ 2xlO k , or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(273)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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T*ui ^tn faflfcR, #-216, ^ 3Rpft 0$, #TTJfl *1$ # ^WR#, , < WWH gm R*Mt C*TOT*frTT 

*»f-iii) ^ M TTR^r ^ w sfaKT^rsfai, amq i faa , tim <im<h» i ( tfejnfrrarc ) # #sfr #t, fare# *rg ^t 

RTR ‘‘TRT^RFr" t (fa# TR# W*TOT $) af# fa# 3T5 rM fw Zfti T& #/O9/06/31 ^ T ^^fyic T fa*U 
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H- ^wRp;i^?R7, fsrf^r rr feR 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1723. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of series “SMP” and of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) with 
brand name “SMARTRK” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Smart Weighing System, 
B-216, Vardhman Nagar-B, Ajmer Road, opposite Hirapura High School, Jaipur Rajasthan and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/06/31; 



The said model is a strain gauge •ype load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 500 kg and t: Jnizmun capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent sob tractive retailed are effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates or; 150 Veits, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 


In addition io sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall ;x4. ‘v >, hanged in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of die \x ,*.er* canfc/red by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. up to 1000 kg. and 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 
2x10 k or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or negative whole' number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(273)/2004] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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^3T 3TfTO5TO STOTT 800 UT., ^TTO STOTT 40 TTT. 3^X XTOFR HIHHH 3TTOFT 500 % TIT. ^1 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1724. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it along with model 
approval certificate issued by the National Weights and Measures Laboratory, Station Avenue, Teddington, Middlesex, 
TW11 OJZ, United Kingdom is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in 
conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards 
of Weights and Measures (Approval of.Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over 
periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by the third proviso to sub-section (3) and sub-sections 
(7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby approves, issues and publishes the certificate 
of approval of model of the Automatic Gravimetric Filling Instruments with digital display of series ‘CCW-SE & CCW- 
M-2XX’ and with brand name "ISHIDA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Ishida Co. 
Ltd. 44, Sanno-cho, ShogoiBy Sakyo-ku, Kyoto-city, 606-8392 and sold in India without any alteration and additions by 
M/s. Heat and Control (South Asia) Pvt. Ltd. A40,6th Street, Anna Nagar East, Chennai-600102, Tamil Nadu and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/375; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based Automatic Gravimetric Filling Instrument of accuracy 
class Ref X(l). Its maximum capacity is 400 g. and the minimum capacity is 20g. The verification scale interval is 
200mg. The Vacuum Flourescent Display (VFD) indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 
50 Hertz alternative current power supply. The said electronic meter has been tested according to the OIML 
R61specification. It is used for filling of tea, coffee, grains, powder products etc. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the filling instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity in the range of 800 g. minimum 
capacity of 40 g with verification scale interval of 500 mg. manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with 
the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(54)/2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.0.1725. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate servioe under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the self-indicating, 
non-automatic (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “ESP” series of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-ill) and with brand name “ESS-DIGICON” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured 
by M/s. Digital Techno Pvt. Ltrd., R-34, N-7, Saipark, CIDCO, Aurangabad, Maharashtra and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/05/528; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 500 kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the saiu Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg. and up to 1000kg and with number of verification scale interval (n) 
in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2xlO k or£xl0\ k being the 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the 
same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(320)/2003] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1726 v—Whereas the Antral Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy fiver periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “EST” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with brand 
name “ESS-DIGICON” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Digital Techno Pvt. Ltd., 
R-34, N-7, Saipark, CIDCO, Aurangabad, Maharashtra and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/529; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non>automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 2 g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current 
power supply. 



iddnion to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraud?.-;.•!actices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5,000 for ‘e’ value of Img. to 50. mg. and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 50,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg. or more and with ‘e’ value lxl0\ 2x10* or 5x10*, 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(320)/2003] 
P. A KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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*»1 *r 4 im 4i totrt 230 im afo 5013 # nwratf m faj8 tot *>pf *R8 t %\ 


MfW*T #3 % gRi*»* 4r 'Safari Mvfto 4 ♦Md'juf onqcwT 4rfai0 <g)<rH 4 4*>4% #R 41 fa*T 8^81 I 

444»4I* W*»K 4*8 3lfafal«?^lB83641'3WCT(^ TO### m HH4m#fq8g #*n *><# 1 1%TO 


*«*« UT n*il^l TdPTT W F, 3 Ttt J JWU w w 8T w, 31 R 4 »UWIW 4 JW/WWlffW Ww«« WT mT TTmh^T WrT 

ftPWft 3rf*W»( l « T ^PRTT 100 HPT 4 2 fa# HR WWT RRI Wft'il 


[m 4 ^5^T?T-21(2%)/2005] 
it. v, ^wtpjRt, ^?uf, ftfa mr fa?TH 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1727. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Automatic filling machine (Piston 
Filler) of “CH” series and with brand name “CHADHA” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Chadha Sales Pvt. Ltd., No. 137, Rajendra Market, Tis Hazari, Delhi-110054 and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/06/41; 



The said model is r.utcmatk filing machine (Piston Filler) and its maximum capacity is 2 kg. or equivalent 
volume. It is used for filling the vicous liquids products like water, oil, cream, toothpaste, jelly, jam, ghee, paints, 
distemper etc. It fills 10-35 pouches per minute. The instruments operats on 230 Volts, 50 Hz alternative current power 
supply. 

In addition to sealing the sv riping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. ' 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of 100 g to 2 kg. or equivalent 
volume manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(2%y2005] 
P. A. KRISHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 



jmu— *ro3(u)l 
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: M 6, 20064TTOH6, 1928 
13 3rto/&006 

w. air. i728.-£#m*K *r, fafan Tnftmnft WT 3$ fire* ^ st *mr ♦ fa 

^ffanflisroH * *!$ anffH **) atoum arf#^i 976 ; (1976 **$>| tot atom* to* 

(^wff *1313^*0 fam, 

TOrim afr Wft qft f wM ^ nym itm wr *mr t^tt; % 

am;, am3 fr*tc, 3*1 aifafama»t tot 36 aft^mrcr (7) afk (8) li^Tjfafa'^TTPfaTOit^Ttarcf 

«wf*fer 

y^»K) % *r, its *r m*? tjr # it 0 % (fast w# jsfa /^wro <mu ifew *fj>7mr $) afo f^rct <h^h1<w 

fa* 3n< t** -^709/2006/07 fam *mr t, aifqfar utot ^ nrft affc imnftm TOit i\ 

’gmnffro Tfffcfa for *far 32° 3. 4 42° tf^fa^fafantTOa 

*sftfaro! «m Nte< t afc^rcm afamr 0.1 3. ti f ^" ' ‘ 



N 


[m K ^^T^R-21 (277 )/2003 ] ’ 
it. t W||1 i^> fafa* to fern 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1728,—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of enclosed scale type 
Clinical Thermometer with analogue indication of “GOLD MPC” series with brand name “GOLD MPC” (herein referred 
to as the said model), manufactured by M/s Medicare Products Inc, B-30, Sharda Puri, New Delhi-110015 and which is 
assigned the approval marie IND/11/06/07; 

The said model an enclosed scale type liquid ^in glass (mercury) Clinical Thermometer with analogue indication 
of range 35°C to 42°C and the smallest interval is 0.1°C. 



[F. No. WM-21(277)/2003] 
P. A KR1SHNAMOORTHY, Director of Legal Metrology 
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HR?T^TTR^ : ^ 6, 2006/fonSI 16, 1928 


(*nr?fta rtw *pt) 

19 31^,2006 

m. 3TT. 1729.-Wfa RTW ^ 1987 % Pm* 7.% 49 f w (1) % WS (^T) % 3?3*RUT 3 RFF?> 

iffisgro arfaffiftr+rrer iferfcm rb+T ■% faraTB^ ^f 3 ^rfire^^ $ : 


5hH 7*Tff9<T *IRdl4 Hld+(«Ff) TBsdl 

TRs^fT 'Sf^ 3?fc 


^ *TR^T RFFfr sm atifrftftd TON RFPtf 
3T*?*tT -STH^f, ^ tf, +t WIT afo ^ 


T^rTftcrfrfa 


(1) (2) 

(3) - (4) 

1. 3TI&R 2042 : 2006 farfsfte 

( ^7 Tt$vj) 

3T^ HR 2042 ; 1972 28RR3fl,2006 

^77 HKfll'H HH+ jlfcFJI *!Kd)4 t tM e t) *iM+ *P9 

% 9 ^ci^Vile -^PTR "RPf, f4<rcfl-l 10002, +i4fci4f, 

>15 fcwt, 9»Krra>Kn, ■qws|4|«s > tH$, <T«n J?ii<sii +14110141 

: «RI<rlk, Rt9P?T, 

fo<MK, ^4^, +H^, -q<RT, ^ <T«IT fd^Hkll^H if 

(BUREAU OF INDM 
New Delhi, the 19 
S.O. 1729.—In pursuance of clause (b) Of Sub-rul 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that tb 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established oil the date 

SCHEDl 

»)1 eg <5*^1 <*? til 

[^f. 15/21-26] 

T?3T. %. Tp<n, -%Tto 't?*' 13^ 

N STANDARDS) 

[h April, 2006 

e (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 

; Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
indicated against each : 

JLE 

SI. No. No. and year of the Indian Standards Nd. ahd ye 
Established Superseded 

af of Indian Standards, if any, Date of Established 

by the New Indian Standard 

(I) 0 

(3) (4) 

1. IS 2042 : 2006 Insulating Bricks— IS 

Specification (Second Revision) 

12042:1972 28 February, 2006 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : ] 
also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal Bhubane: 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

193 

■SET. 37T. 1730.—RH+ ^7t f^R 1987 % fw 
^ i^SKI 3Tf*I7jfatT +M t f%f5R RFT+t' % fWI 4 

WR«I 

Bureau df Indian Standards; Manak Bhavan, 9 Bahadur. 
4ew Delhi, Kolkatta, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
;hwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, 

[No. MTD 15/T-26] 
S. K. GUPTA, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 

2006 

7 % aqlwr (i) %-5T5 (^sr) % 
rt SFpjrft 7]^ f ^ T*3Tfbrf Ft ^ t : 

\ 

3SR T*ufbct RTCflfa mH+(+f) TR94T ■# RFTft 

wn ^4 sfo &m\ RF 

A HH+ SRT 3Ttefad »TUrft4 ifHch ^iPMd 

: raRf, t, Ws4i 3^t 

(1) (2) 

(3) (4) 

1. 30^4041 : 2006 T^cTN Rft RRM 

■+t RlftRlftoh (*/gc7/ 

TTH 4041 : 1987 28-9^,2006 


^7? srrcfa rh+ ^rlrrqf iTOfa-RR^^-qB^ w 
M iforft, +Vi+kn, -^st*re, ■gt^l ct«tt Tirerr ^rafcnrf 

|<UMK, X T^TT, ^ rT*TT te^RTTfFT *f fasfft ^ 


9 ^?T^?TTF *T9R RF?, ^ ffo#-110002, Sfcfa : 

: i**Tcfo, RtaTB, *pfo3R, 


[7T. TTR^St 15/^-47] 
tt*t. %. ^tt, ‘t^’Tisf ¥ 5 ^ (tfMdUl) 


1215 GI/06—10 
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New Delhi, the 19th April, 2006 

S.O. 1730. —In pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 
1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been established on the date indicated against each : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 
Established 

No. and year of Indian Standards, if any. 
Superseded by the New Indian Standard 

Date of Established 

(1) 

0 

(3) 

(4) 

L 

IS 4041: 2006 Terminology for 
Refractories (First Revision) 

IS 4041:1987 

28 February, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan. 9 Bahadur 
Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110062 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolcatta, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and 
also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad. Jaipur, Kanpur, 
Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[No. MTD 15/T-47] 
S. K. GUPTA, Scientist ‘F’ & Head (MTD) 


&&&, 2006 


W. 3TT. 1731.-Wt^RT^^1WT 1987 % faiR 7 % (l ) % W5 («).% 3FJ7RR R WSKT 

t ft7 HR<hT % f^T°T ^ 37$^ 3 ffR ^ f 3 7? ^77 ffR ^ t H t : 


SF7R 

Tm\ 

7? tt^ ttpRT W sfa'etf 

^RcT ’m II, 73S3, 

(ii) ^ ^T.3TI. wn 3TK 

%T«r 

fe^i) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT^ TTS 1345 : 1960-^RT ^ % 

T£?. 3Tt 2818 

Wbil ‘5TTT hm 4> yqh 



f*RR7 26-11-1960 

^t* * 15 ! 7 ?) i?l 


3Tlf 1357 : 1984-"5^^ 

3Tt. 0457 

TTff^R ttiHil) qctni'i "^f 



f*RR7 12-02-1987 

T^sM ■gm WT R wf 




7ft tl 

3. 

trs 4516 : 1968-t^I# ^ ^ 

T^. art. 2578 

■RFR7 MW 3#ft 7TtfRrT 4 m 4I j I 



20-07-1968 

<f7T fl 

4. 

31^ ^ 4922 : 1968-^HrlR Jtm 

1455 

RFR7 f*i 47 7TtfRf 


’iHrfm 

fcTTSF 19-04-1969 

<*7T fl 

5. 

371^ (r^l 10588 : 1983—^ffldci ttn?'! 

TTR 3?t. 02% 

3TTf TT^r 1500 : 2005 ^17T 


f^TT ^ ^ R U^RT fSFfa 

31-01-1987 

STft^rfiRT 


■^TcftTeTT RRf ^ 



6 

3*I$trs 1Q723 : 1983-T^ftfWl 

#. 3796 

3TT i TTR 10569 ’5T7T 3*fasFR*T 


Rtfa«hTn, 3fk *iRq) «h1 RiRiRc 

08-11-1996 

^77^ ^tTI 


[u -q?i^hRt/b;-2.i4] 

%. 7 J t 7TT, T^‘ (^) 
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New Delhi, the 25th April, 2006 

S.O. 1731. —In pursuance of clause (b) of Sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, it 
is, hereby notified that the Indian Standards, Particulars of which are mentioned in the Schedule give hereafter, have 
been cancelled and stand withdrawn : 




SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian Standards 
cancelled 

S O. No. and date published 
in the Gazette of India, Part-II, 
Section 3, Sub-section (ii) 

Remarks 

1. 

IS 1345 : 1960—Method of chemical 
analysis of printing metal 

S.O. 2818, dated 26-11-1960 

Standard not being used by 
the industries at present. 

2 

IS 1357 :1984—Printing type metal 
ingots (third revision) 

S.O: 0457, dated 12-02-1987 

The materials referred therein 
are not being used by the 
industries at present. 

>3. 

. IS 4516 : 1968—Electrical mild steel 
tubes 

S.O. 2578, dated 20-07-1968 

Since the standard is for 
specific and restricted use. 

4. 

IS 4922 : 1968—Stainless steel tubes 

S.0.1455, dated 19-04-1969 

Since this standard is for 
specific and restricted use. 

5. 

IS 10588 : 1983—Tables of brinell 
hardness values for use in test made 
on flat surfaces 

S.O. 0296, dated 31-01-1987 

Supersedes by IS 1500 : 2005 

d 

IS 10723 : 1983—Specification for 
aluminium silicon, bronze, rods and bars 

S.O. 3796, dated 08-11-1986 

Supersedes by IS 10569 


[No. MTDC/A-2.14] 
S. K. GUPTA, Scientist ‘F & Head (MTD) 


^^#, 2^,2006 

W. OT. 1732,-^Rfa 3%if 3*sN) 1962 

( 1962 ^»T 50) TO2 %3P*g (^») ifjffC fKtfTR % 91$ftW> HjtkrPI^>t 3#U£4-il 1012 

?!Rhar24 3T^r, 2004 ^ 3lfq?Fl>t it (1) if dfk l figfl *-<P*1 Ttt 3T^t % ^T«T (2) if*>t 

if <slcmf<gtf afa % if, d«Ki SlfMPwH % 3T*ffa % ‘ponlf Pi4e*i 



uiftoifl ^»r afo w 


Sfr "3ft ^Rpir, 

12/30, ^ Tte, f^ft-620001 (<lf*KrRT$) 

ct Plenty TF^T 


[tf. am-2501 l/7/2004-3?to3?Ro-1] 


T^T. %. t ^F Kl, 3m ^tg1 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 2nd May, 2006 

S.O. 1732 .—In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right of 
User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962) and in supersession of tile notification of Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum 
and Natural Gas number S.O. 1012 dated the 24th April, 2004, the Central Government hereby authorises the person mentioned 
in column (1) of the Schedule below to perform the functions of the. Competent Authority under the provisions of the said Act, 
within the area mentioned in the corresponding entry in column (2) of the said Schedule : 

SCHEDULE 


Name and address of the Authority 

Area of jurisdiction 


Shri G. Jayaraj, 

Deputy Collector, 

Competent Authority on deputation in the Indian Oil Corporation Limited, 

12/30, F Block, Mark Residency, VOC Road, Cantonment, Trichy-620001 (Tamilnadu) 

State of Tamilnadu 

- 


[No. R-25Q11/7/2604-O.R.-I] 
S. K. CHITKARA iMder Secy. 
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3 2006 

^T.3TT. 1733-fafafaTR^ fat fa^F 

TTcftcT t ffa TFRJ 3 RR TTT 

5RF SU^fd ^ fa*J fa fafafFT faffaqfad (fa^FFT) 
%. £KT, thr writsh ^ ^ri%TT : 

faft TR^R fat 3^ F/swdJ^'J ffa$lfa fa fa 
faiT ff 33 irw -srattf Ffar f tfa fr faR fa fanfa wi 

fa5lR "FEt FH 3JRM t fafa fa W fafajFFT fa facRF 
3RJSjfa fa fafa<T t, Wfa fa fafaFR 3T^T fam “FTR; 

3Trf; m, fafafa TRF7R, fafaffa=R? fafa 3§rfa? WlfT 
(^fa^TORfa^RFR^TSlfaT) afafaffaTR, 1962 (1962 
FH 50) fat RRT3 fat WTRT ( I ) FRI TJFtrT Tlfafa TH TPlt 7 ! 

FR?t FR, FR fa J#1 fa fafaFR FH SlfaT FR4 fa 

3lfa -3TTTRT fat Ml'iun FRfa 

fatf ^rffat, fa 'srfcT fa fafar *fafa fa faro t, 

*3n FRfag- fa ffawfat fff fafafarcR fat *jrt 3 fat tfrrt (i) 
fa 3?faT RFF fa TTTO fa R*TT y+lRlld 3fafajrRT fat 
yfd<4i RTOK u f oHtff fat TTcT^l <*RI fa ^lldl 1>, Rd fa 
fatcR, ^ffa fa fafa RT^IeTT^T ffa5TR ifa fa FH*I fa, fa F3.FT 
epftrefa, RR^TfafaRfat.faeT tfafafaF,fac1 3n(Vl«IHT 


R^R.fa^er 8fa, 3fat2,fatfa^.,R^,Ffa^^-40o 614 

(■RFRFfa) FH ftrlfed T9 fa 39^9 fast TrfaFTI 


3T^fat 



ffacHT <16 fa cl fafa 

•flfafa 

3TK.3TtTJ. 

srffar frT 



fa ffar 



farm 



(iNrR fa) 

1 2 3 

4 

5 

WTS *sllcTT\< uieuVfl 

32 

00-03-38 

38 

00-05-65 


26 

00-38-30 


29 

00-14-82 


25 

00-32-70 


30 

00-06-16 


31 

00-10-68 


33 

21 

00-30-00 

0043-40 


22 

00-04-56 


20 

00-18-81 


17 

00-19-29 

fWH 

29 

0041-93 


28 

00-1746 


27 

0042-65 


26 

00-05-67 

fa^fa 

19 

11 

00-08-71 

00-56-67 


10 

0047-84 


9 

0048-70 


18 

00-05-76 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 





W1F 


17 

00-07-00 



16 

00-17-77 



37 

0040-73 



36 

00-57-83 



39 

0047-99 



38 

00-2042 



49 

00-00-06 


'Tscffcd 

72T 

00-36-60 


Ffafat 

121 

00-03-25 




00-07-16 



120 

00-00-18 



116/1 

00-02-55 



116/2 

00-03-79 



118 

00-00-78 



150 

00-00-05. 



131 

00-05-93 



132 

00-69-74 


faraz 

72 

00-13-00 



93/fa/lfa 

00-28-51 



93/It/1 

00-12-69 

%T 

fanfat 

279 

00-0 MW 



280 

00-02-57 



278 

00-0443 



274 

00-03-90 



273 

00-00-21 



2' 7 2 

00-00-05 



275 

00-13-10 



277 

00-06-52 



257 

00-00-72 



256 

00-09-35 



232 

00-04-84 



233 

00-00-65 



229 

00-02-37 



230 

00-03-31 



325 

00-01-72 



324 

00-00-97 



228 

00-00-12 



227 

OO-OO-IP 



226 

00-13-58 



211 

00-01-87 



213 

00-09-11 



209 

00-08-3 1 



210 

00-14-21 



334 

00-13-15 



206 

00-00-03 



493 

00-01-60 



336 

00-03-04 



335 

00-15-85 



340 

00-07-50 



462 

00-01-1 i 



463 

004 6-99 

TSTWJ7 

fro 

119 

00-36-67 



59 

00-2047 



135 

00-18-52 



127 

00-66-50 



125 

00-00-90 




i 
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1 2 3 

WT? ^TeTPJT fo?. 


c fil4 
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4 

5 

1 2 3 4 

5 

134 

00-32-99 

WT5 mftFgi ^ 163 

00-00-25 

133 

00-15-19 

100/6 

00-00-25 

131 

00-07-83 

' 97/2 

00-23-75 

130 

000843 

97/3 

0000-75 

163 

00-2741 

2 

0000-25 

162 

00-20-98 

78 

0007-50 

160 

00-22-35 

23 

0000-25 

20 

00-3075 

54/2 

00-20-75 

36 

0001-25 

23 

0001-15 

35 

00-28-10 

53/2 

00-28-25 

30 

000004 

55/2 

0000-95 

42 

0003-25 

53/1 

0001-00 

29 

0008-25 

52/2 

0000-25 

28 

0009-25 

28/6 

00-35-25 

27 

0007-75 

• 28^7 

0000-5.8 

93 

00-10-75 

28#8 

00-16-50 

94 

00-1008 


00-19-50 

96 

00-11-75 

61 

00-03-25 

124 

0002-50 

64 

00-05-60 

98 

0004-75 

66 

00-08-78 

125 

0006-00 

65/4 

0001-25 

97 

0008-25 

65 

0005-25 

78 

00-19-00 

66/3 

00-07-75 



17/0 

00-58-71 

70 

00-18-00 

66/6 

0001-00 

7 

0000-25 

: • 73 

0003-50 

56 

00-05-75 

74 

00-00-55 

57 

0017-25 

10/1 

00-13-61 

68 

0031-33 

12/2 . 

00-12-99 

66 

00-01-75 

72 

00-04-80 

67 

0003-75 

69 

00-06-30 

73 

000025 

70 

00-09-60 

71 

0017-25 





35 

00-03-11 

54 

0003-75 



12 

0002-00 

86 

00-10-31 

10 

0003-75 

94/1 

00-1748 

11 

9 

0041-28 

0023-25 

, [TO n 14014/23/2005/%^. (WT-11)] 

14 

0005-00 

TTR TfuSeT, ZSm 

16 

000075 



15/1 

0002-00 



17 ' 

0001-65 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 


17/2 

000600 

S.O. 1733.—Whereas it appars to the Central 

20/2 

0007-75 

Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 

4 

0005-25 

for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej-Hazira- 

21 

00-14-25 

Uran and its spur pipelines in the State of Maharashtra, a 

21/2 

00-15-75 

pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

• 66 

000347 



23 

002346 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 

58 

00-0640 

that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 

117 

00-01-25 

necessary to acquire the right of user in the land under 

167 

0019-25 

which the geid pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 

110 

00-01-75 

described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 


0008-25 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 

166 

00-01-00 

by sub-section (1) of Section 3 of the Petroleum and 

85 

00-00-75 

Mineral pipelines (Acquisition of Righ of User in land) 

165 

, 0000-05 

Act, 1962 (50 of \9(fc), the Central Government hereby 

164 

0000-55 

declares its intension to acquire the right of user therein; 
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Any person interested in the land described in the ] 2 3 4 5 

said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date -— 


on which the copies of the notification issued under sub- 

Raigad 

Roha 

Vangani 

279 

004144 

section (i) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 




280 

00-02-57 

Gazette of India are made available to the general public, 




278 

004443 

object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the 




274 

0043-90 

land to Shri K.N. Kasbivaie, Competent Authority, GAIL 




273 

0040-21 

(India) Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector 8B, 3D2, 




272 

004045 

C.B.D., Belapur, Navi Mumbai<400 614 (Maharashtra). 




275 

00-13-10 

SCHEDULE 






277 

0046-52 







257 

0040-72 

District Tehsil Village 

Survey 

Area to be 




256 

0049-35 


No. 

acquired 




232 

0044-84 



for ROU 




233 

004065 



(In Hectare) 




229 

0042-37 







230 

0043,31 

I 2 3 

4 

5 




325 

0041-72 

Raigad Khalapur Savroli 

32 

00-03-38 




324 

004097 


38 

00-05-65 




228 

000012 


26 

00-38-30 




227 

004010 


29 

00-14-82 




226 

0013-58 


25 

00-32-70 




211 

0041-87 


30 

00-06-16 




213 

0009-11 


31 

00-10-68 




209 

0048-31 


33 

00-30-00 




210 

0014-21 


21 

00-43-40 




334 

0013-15 


22 

00-04-56 




206 

000043 


20 

00-18-81 




493 

0041-60 


17 

00-19-29 




336 

004344 







335 

0015-85 

Nifan 

29 

00-41-93 




340 

0047-50 


28 

00-1746 




462 

0041-11 


27 

0042-65 




463 

0016-99 


26 

00-05-67 


Khalapur 

Ris 

119 

0036-67 

Dahivali 

19 

00-08-71 




59 

002047 


11 

00-56-67 




135 

0018-52 


10 

0047-84 




127 

0066-50 


9 

0048-70 




125 

0000-90 


18 

00-05-76 




134 

0032-99 


17 

00-07-00 




133 

0015-19 


16 

00-17-77 




131 

0047-83 


37 

0040-73 




130 

0048-43 


36 

00-57-83 




163 

00-27-41 


39 

0047-99 




162 

0020-98 


38 

00-2042 




160 

0022-35 


49 

00-0046 



Kambe 

20 

00-30-75 







36 

0041-25 

Wadwal 

72A 

00-36-60 




35 

0028-10 

Tainbati 

121 

00-03-25 




30 

004044 


Khan 

00-07-16 




42 

0043-25 


120 

00-00-18 




29 

0008-25 


116/1 

0042-55 




28 

0049-25 


116/2 

0043-79 




27 

0047-75 


118 

0040-78 




93 

0010-75 


150 

004045 




94 

001048 


131 

0045-93 




% 

0011-75 


132 

00-69-74 




124 

00-02-50 

* 






98 

0004-75 

Dhonvat 

72 

00-13-00 




125 

004640 


93/B/1B 00-28-51 




97 

0048-25 


93/A/I 

00-1249 




78 

00-1940 
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Raigad Khalapur Vat 


Raigad Khalapur Borivali 


Raigad Khalapur Kaire 


Raigad Khalapur Vashivli 


4 

5 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

70 

00-1800 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Vashivli 

17/0 

00-58-71 

7 

0000-25 




66/6 

00-0100 

56 

0005-75 




73 

00-00-50 

57 

00-17-25 ' 




74 

0000-55 

68 

00-31-33 




10/1 

00-13-6! 

66 

0001-75 




12/2 

00-12-99 

67 

0003-75 




72 

00-04-80 

73 

0000-25 




m 

0006-30 

71 

00-17-25 




70 

0009-60 

54 

0003-75 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Vadagaon 

35 

0003-11 

12 

10 

00-02-00 

0003-75 

Raigad 

Khalapur 

Vanivali 

86 

00-10-31 

11 

0041-28 




94/1 

00-1748 


9 00-23-25 

14 . 00-05-00 

16 0000-75 

15/1 000200 

17 0001-65 

17/2 000600 

20/2 0007-75 

4 0005-25 

21 00-14-25 

21/2 00-15-75 

66 0003-47 

23. 00-23-46 

58 0006-40 

117 0001-25 

167 00-19-25 

110 0001-75 

84 0008-25 

166 0001-00 

85 0000-75 

165 000005 

164 ’ 0000-55 

163 0000-25 

100/6 0000-25 

97/2 00-23-75 

97/3 0000-75 

2 0000-25 

78 0007-50 

23 0000-25 

54/2 00-20-75 

23 0001-15 

53/2 00-28-25 

55/2 0000-95 

53/1 0001-00 

52/2 0000-25 

28/6 00-35-25 

28e/7 0000-58 

28e/8 00-16-50 

Gaovthan 00-19-50 
61 0003-25 

64 0005-60 

66 0008-78 

65/4 0001-25 

65 0005-25 

66/3 0007-75 


[F. No. L-14014/23/2005-G. P. (Part-! I)] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 

R t 3 Rf, 2006 

RF.34T. 1734-^#3 RRFK tfVhfed R RF 

WtrT Ffar t % RFKI^ R3R ^ RR RR 

Hi5Hens’ll SRI RR nRqfc'i 

lirifn^-s FTR, RRT 91 $hcii§' 1 RTRt RTfFR ; 

3^ RRFR rR WWW ^ RRtRF 
^ RF 3FRV44> RcftcT F^TF % RR *jfR R’ f^RR "3RR 
Ht^M c-flf^-1 fatSlA 'SnR RF rrfr i? ark ^ fr r 

R?RR 3ppjRt R qfufd i?, FRRpT Ri 3TfRRF7 RF 3t4n fR-RT 
^TTT; 

3RT: 3TR, *R4iR, RFffRTRR 3TR WfRR 

(^RFRRR^3rfRRF7RF3^fF) ^rfRfFRR, 1962 (1962 
RF 50) Rft RTR 3 Rft FRRTR ( 1 ) EHT RFRT RfRRRf RF TTRTTT 
^ 1^, 4R' ^ 3 RRRPl ^ RfRRF* RF 3 tRf R7*R ^ 
3TF^ STT^TRRit ^%ll <Md) 't; 

3 RRjRt R Rf^R *jfR R fed4.g t, 
FR cTRte ^ P*KH«bl FRR RfRfFRR R>t RRT 3 R>t FRRTR ( I ) 
^ 33#T RTRT ^ TTRRR 3 RR1 RRFfRR FR 3#-R£RFT Rft 
nfd*n RTRTRF «i*iui RTt xiMci^R RHI ^ Rlcft 1?, lRR Rj' 

Rt<TC, ^R ^ FH HI$Mtf l$H felR j£ RRR ^.RR 

4>f¥IR^, RStR RlfRRHfl, TjH ($^441) RlfR4Hr 

RRR, -ter 8Rt, 3Ft2, R^Rt/st, RRl ^Rf-4t)0 614 
(RFKI^) ^ ^R R 3F^R ^ RRRTT I 


3^<r* 


Fieii ' RFRtcF RTR 


icHlPl-O FFM Rfsta# 720 

721R 

723 
722 

724 

725 


3TR.3F/R 
^tWcl 4R4 

(tR^R ^') 


00-13r50 
00-11-50 
00-66-50 
00-1200 
0001-50 
00-27-50 
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2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 


<1 Ml eft #'#4# 726 

728 
731 

753 
752 

754 

755 
751 

756 
■ 757 

758 

762 

763 

764 

765 

766 

767 

768 

769 

796 
795 
794 
800 

798 

797 

799 
802 

803 

804 
816TJ 

, 817 

TRTF 
818 
819# 

822 

829 

832 

833 

834 

4# 

821 

<!Mld1 106/2 

106/1 
106/5 
98/1/1 
98/1/6 
98/7 
104/5/1 
104/5/2# 6 
104/10/1 
104/10/2 
104/12 
99/1 
99/2 
93/3 
99/4 
99/5 
100/3 


00-27-00 Wt 

00-14-00 
00-72-00 
00-17-00 
00-06-50 
00-05-00 
■00-06-00 
00-16-50 
00-01-50 
00-33-00 
00 - 02-00 
00-23-00 
00 - 12-00 
00-08-50 
00-08-50 
00 - 01-00 
00-07-50 
00-07-50 
00 - 11-00 
00-30-00 
00 - 12-00 
00-03-00 
00-04-50 
00 - 01-00 
00-17-00 
00-26-50 
00-06-00 
00-11-50 
0047-50 
00-14-00 
00-36-00 
00-09-00 
00-30-50 
00-27-00 
00 - 20-00 
00-264)0 
00-33-50 
00-06-50 
00-09-00 
00-08-50 
00-21-70 

00-04-50 

01 - 01-00 

00-06-50 

00-194)0 

00-02-00 ZHlPlO 4T##t 

00-034)0 

00-09-00 

00-334)0 

00-154K) 

00-01-50 
00-024)0 
00-114)0 
00-06-00 
00 - 10-00 
00-034)0 
0003“00 
00-05“50 



100/4 

004)7-50 

100/5 

004)6-50 


100/10 

00-044)0 


96/1 

004)84)0 


96/2 

004)14)0 


96/3 

00-10-50 


96/6 

00-13-50 


96/7 

004)94)0 


95/3 

004)64)0 


93/6 

00-014)0 


93/8 

00-06-00 


93/9 

004)7-50 


93/12 

00-12-50 


93/14 

004)3-50 


93/10 

004)2-00 


92/0 

00-154)0 


89/1# 

00-13-50 


89/2 

00-09-50 


89/6 

004)0-50 


89/3 

00-044)0 


89/4 

004)7*50 


88/1/2 

004)24)0 


88/1/3 

00-03-50 


88/1/4 

00-03-50 


88/2 

00-014)0 


88/3 

00-07-30 


88/4 

004)1-20 


4TcTT 

00-064)0 


78/4 

004)14)0 


78/5 

00-02-50 


78/6 

004)9-00 


80/1 

00-04-50 


80/2 

00-04-50 


80/4 

004)3-50 


80/5 

00-03-50 


80/6 

00-11-50 


80/8 

00-034)0 


80/9 

004)3-50 



00-084)0 


81/0 

00-174)0 


82/3#l 

00-054)0 


83 

00-064)0 


84 

00-324)0 


82/3 W1 

00-74-00 


74/1 

00-28-50 

tt# 9io 

00-20-50 

# 44 # 

706 

00-154)0 


705 

00-06-50 


688# 

00-01-50 


688,37 

00-32-50 


703 

00-054)0 


686 

004)24)0 


687 

00-104)0 


682 

00-024)0 


681 

00-024)0 


689 

00-03 4)0 


Midi /’Ml 

00-084)0 


651 

00-014)0 


l-l 'Ml 




«' I - H * >14 


« i i«h* . - 



653 

654 
662 
656 

m 

655 

6il 

613 

526 

m 

529 

525 

524m# 

523 

522/# 

516 

517 
515 

518 
490/# 
490# 
489 

3 

488 
4&7 
486 
485 
484 
483 
480 
47? 
473/10 
472 ' 
471 
474 
102 

103 

104 

105 
109 
90 
89 


00 = 06-50 
00-06-00 
00-26-00 
jXWh-50 
00-1050 
00-00-50 
00-08-00 
00 - 01-00 
00-11-00 
0001-00 
01 - 05-00 
00-0050 
000050 
0&O3OO 
OOiS-OO 
0006=00 
0033-00 
0001-00 
0015-00 
000050 
0041-50 
0003-50 
000050 
0035-50 
0013-30 
0O05-00 
0011-00 
0012-00 
0008-00 
0000-50 
00412-00 
0013-00 
0013-00 
00-09-00 
0004-50 
0008-00 
0003-00 
0001-00 
0000-50 
0004-80 
001900 
000800 
001800 
0013-50 
0027-50 
000500 
000500 
001800 
0001-50 
0014-50 
0001-50 
002200 
0001-50 
0002-50 
001500 
0011-50 
000800 
001800 
001200 


TWrfW qi^D ,<T# 142 

215 


m morfa 


216 

217 

227 

214 

213 

220 

212 

205 

202 

204 

209 

203 

201 

^TFTT 

913 

909 

919 

918 

942 

946 

947 
473/7 
127/3 
127/4 
127/6 
127/8 
125/m 
125/1# 

125/1# 

125/2TX 

126/1/4+5R 

126/1/15+5# 

126/1/9 

126/1/19+2+3^ 

126/1/20+3# 

126/3#+4/l 1 

121/2 

124/mi 

124/m+2 

124/3 

123/1# 

123/m 

123/1# 

I33/I/1 

133/1/5 

133/7 

133/8# 

133/4 

134/m 

134/1# 

134/1# 

134/1# 

134/1# 

134/5 

134/6# 

135/1 

135/2 


000700 
0001-00 
0007-50 
000400 
000300 
0032-50 
0004-50 
000050 
002300 
002700 
000800 
0009-50 
0001-50 
001800 
004600 
0005-50 
01-0000 
00-03-50 
0003-50 
001200 
01-2000 
001010 
001700 
000050 
000600 
0001-00 
000800 
000600 
0002-30 
0006-50 
0002-50 
0000-50 
(KM) I-30 
0001-30 
0003-50 
0004-50 
0003-70 
(XW16-20 
00-1800 
00-04-00 
000800 
000700 
0002-51 
OOOIOO 
0006-00 
00-l3-(X) 
00-13-CK) 
000700 
0003-50 
0000-50 
00-0400 
0002-50 
00-03-50 
0CM13-00 
(XH)5O0 
00-14-00 
00-1100 
(XMXK50 
0005-50 
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HHMiq 


<h1Pk! 


135/3 

004)6-00 

135/5T* 

00-01-50 

135/5# 

00-07-50 

135/5# 

004)600 

113/1# 

0000-50 

113/1/2#+-1/1/6 

00-124)0 

Os 

004)3-00 

137/m 

004)1-50 

112/m 

00-12-00 

112/1# 

00-10-00 

112/1# 

00-09-50 

112/1# 

0007-00 

112/2/1 

00-00-^0 

112/2TT 

00-054X) 

112/2/4 

0043600 

112/2/6 

004)4-50 

112/2/8 

00-04-50 

84 

00-1650 

83 

00-17-50 

82/6 

/004)600 

82/7 

00-104)0 

81/5 

00-14-00 

80/3 

004)8-00 

80/4 

004)5-50 

58/2 

00-11-50 

58/3 

00-09-50 

59/m 

00-104X) 

59/3T*H# 

004)8-00 

59/3# 

004)7-50 

68/1 

004)4-00 

68/2 

00-02-00 

68/3 

004)3-00 

68/4 

004)9-00 

68/5 

004)0-50 

67/2+41* 

004)0-50 

61/1 

004)650 

61/2/1 

00-154)0 

61/2/7+3# 

00-18-00 

66/21* 

004)7-00 

66/2# 

004)650 

66/2# 

00-15-00 

63 

00-24-50 

61 

00-11-00 


004)600 

617 

004)1-00 

615 

00-25-00 

619 

00-184)0 

650 

00-25-50 

651 

0081-00 

652 

00-03-50 


01-02-50 


pR # 3*FM 4014/23/2005/#.#. (*IPT-1)] 

t*r #. zm 

New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 

S.O. 1734.—Whereas it appears to the Centra! 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej-Hazira- 


Uran and its spur pipelines in the State of Maharashtra, a 
pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

And, whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 
which the-said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by sub-section (1) of the Section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Righs of User in land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 


declares its intention to acquire the right of user 
therein; 

Any person interested in the land described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which the copies-of the notification issued under sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 3 of the said Act, as published in 
the Gazette of India are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the 
land to Shri K.N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL 
(India) Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector 8B, 3D2, 
C.B.D., Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 

SCHEDULE 

District Tehsil Village Survey 

Area to the 

No. 

acquired 
forROU 
(In hectare) 

1 2 3 4 

5 

Ratnagiri Dapoli Bondivali 720 

00-13-50 

721A 

00-11-50 

723 

00-6650 

722 

00-124)0 

724 

00-01-50 

725 

00-27-50 

726 

00-27-00 

728 

00-14-00 

731 

00-72-00 

753 

00-17-00 

752 

00-0650 

754 

004)5-00 

755 

004)6-00 

751 

00-16-50 

756 

00-01-50 

757 

00-33-00 

758 

00-024)0 

762 

00-23-00 

763 

00-12-00 

764 

00-28-50 

765 

00-08-50 

766 

00-014)0 

767 

00-07-50 

768 

004)7-50 

769 

• 00-11-00 

796 

00-30-00 

795 

00-12-00 

794 

00-03-00 

800 

004)4-50 
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12 3 

4 

5 

1 . 2 

3 

4 

5 

Ratnagiri Dapoli Bondivali 

798 

00-01-00 

Ratnagiri Dapoli 

Talsure 

88/1/4 

0003-50 


797 

00-17-00 



88/2 

OOOlOO 


799 

00-26-50 



88/3 

0007-30 


8S2 

000600 



88/4 

0001-20 


803 

00-11-50 



Nala 

000600 


804 

0047-50 



78/4 

0001-00 


816A 

00-1400 



78/5 

0002-50 


817 

00-3600 



78/6 

000900 


Nala 

000900 



80/1 

0004-50 


818 

00-30-50 



80/2 

0004-50 


819C 

00-27-00 



86/4 

0003-50 


822 

00-2000 



80/5 

0003-50 


829 

00-2600 



80/6 

00-11-50 


832 

00-33-50 



80/8 

000300 


833 

0006-50 

, 


80/9 

0003-50 


834 

000900 



Road 

000800 


River 

0008-50 



81/0 

00-1700 


821 

00-21-70 



82/3B1 

000500 

Talsure 

106/2 

106/1 

106/5 

98/1/1 

0004-50 

01-01-00 

0006-50 

00-1900 



83 

84 

82/3 A/1 

74/r 

000600 

00-3200 

00-7400 

00-28-50 


98/1/6 

0002-00 


Vanoshi 

910 

00-20-50 


98/7 

00/03.03 


Turfe 

706 

00-1500 


104/5/1 

000900 


Panchnadi 705 

00-06-500 


104/5/2 to 6 

00-33-00 



688/B 

0001-50 


104/10/1 

00-15-00 



688/A 

00-32-50 


104.10/2 

0001-50 



703 

000500 


104/12 

0002-00 



686 

000200 


99/1 

00-11-00 



687 

00-1000 


99/2 

600600 



682 

000200 


93/3 

00-1000 



681 

000200 


99/4 

0003-00 



689 

000300 


99/5 

0003-00 



Nala Track 

OOOMO 


10G/3 

0005-50 



651 

OOOlOO 


100/4 

0007-50 



680 

0006-50 


100/5 

0006-50 



653 

000600 


100/10 

000400 



654 

00-2600 


96/1 

000800 

• 


662 

0001-50 


96 a 

0001-00 



656 

0001-50 


96/3 

00-10-50 



682 

0000-50 


96/6 

00-13-50 



Nate Track 

OOOfROO 


96/7 

000900 



655 

OOOlOO 


95/3 

000600 



612 

00-1100 


93/6 

0601-00 



643 

OOOlOO 


93/8 

000600 



526 

610500 


93/9 

0007-50 



528 

0000-50 


93/12 

00-12-50 



529 

0000-50 


93/14 

0003-50 



525 

000300 


93/10 

00-1200 



524/A/B 

00-1800 


92/0 

00-1500 



523 

000600 


89/1B 

00-13-50 



522/B 

00-3300 


89/2 

0009-50 



516 

OOOlOO 


89/6 

0000-50 

f - ' • 


517 

00-1500 


89/3 

0004-00 



515 

0000-50 


89/4 

0007-50 

* 


518 

0001-50 


88/1/2 

000200 



490/B 

0003-50 


88/1/3 

0003-50 



490/A 

0000-50 
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I 2 3 4 


5 1 2 3 4 


Ratnagiri Dapoli 


Vanoshi 

489 

00-35-50 

Turfe 

3 

00-13-50 

Panchnadi 488 

00-05-00 


487 

00-11-00 


486 

00-12-00 


485 

00-08-00 


484 

00-00-50 


483 

004)2-00 


480 

00-13-00 


479 

00-13-00 


473/10 

004)94)0 


472 

004)4-50 


471 

004)84)0 


474 

004)3-00 


102 

004)1-00 


103 

0000-50 


104 

00-04-80 


105 

00-19-00 


109 

00084)0 


90 

00-18-00 


89 

00-13-50 


88 

00-27-50 


87 

0005-00 


81 

0005-00 


82 

00-184)0 


80 

00-01-50 


83 

00-14-50 


135 

0001-50 


136 

00-22-00 


150 

0001-50 


137 

0002-50 


138 

00-154)0 


139 

00-11-50 


141 

0008-00 


143 

00-18-00 


132 

00-124)0 


142 

00074)0 


215 

0001-00 


216 

0007-50 


217 

0004-00 


227 

0003-00 


214 

0032-50 


213 

0004-50 


220 

000050 


212 

00234)0 


205 

0027-00 


202 

0008-00 


204 

0009-50 


209 

0001-50 


203 

0018-00 


201 

0O464X) 


Nala 

0005-50 


913 

014)000 


909 

0003-50 


919 

0003-50 


918 

0012-00 


942 

01-2000 


946 

OOIOIO 


947 

00174)0 


Raigad Dapoli Vanoshi 473/7 
Mangaon Turfe 

Panchnadi 
Lonere 127/3 
127/4 
127/6 
127/8 
125/1A 
125/IB 
125/1C 
I25/2A 
125/2B 
126/1/4+5 A 
126/1/15+5B 
126/1/9 

126/1/19+2+3 A 
126/1/20+3B 
126/3D+4/11 
121/2 
124/1A1 
24/1W 
124/3 
123/IB 
123/1A 
123/1D 
133/1/1 
133/1/5 
133/7 
133/8C 
133/4 
134/1A 
134/IB 
134/1C 
134/1D 
134/1E . 

134/5 

134/6C 

135/1 

135/2 

135/3 

135/5 A 

135/5B 

135/5C 

113/1C 

113/1/2B+1/1/6 
Road 
137/1 
112/1A 
112/IB 
I12/1C 
112/ID 
112/2/1 
112/2 A 
112/2/4 
112/2/6 
112/2/8 
84 
83 

82/6 

82/7 

81/5 

80/3 

80/4_ 


5 


00-00-50 


00-06-00 

00 - 01-00 

00-08-00 

00-06-00 

00-02-30 

00-06-50 

00-02-50 

00-00-50 

00-07-20 

00-01-30 

00-01-30 

00-03-50 

0004-50 

00-03-70 

00-06-20 

00-18-00 

0004-00 

000800 

0007-00 

0002-50 

0001-00 

0006-00 

00-1300 

00-13-00 

00-07-00 

0003-50 

00-00-50 

0004-00 

0002-50 

0003-50 

000300 

0005-00 

00-1400 

00-1100 

0000-50 

0005-50 

000600 

0001-50 

0007-50 

000600 

0000-50 

00-1200 

000300 

0001-50 

00-1200 

00-1000 

0009-50 

000700 

0000-50 

000500 

000500 

0004-50 

0004-50 

00-16-50 

00-17-50 

000600 

00-1000 

00-1400 

000800 

0005-50 
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Raigad Mangaon Lonere 

58/2 

00-11-50 

58/3 

0009-50 


59/D* 

00-1000 


59/3A+1C 

0008-00 


59/30 

00-07-50 


68/1 

00-0400 


68/2 

000200 


68/3 

000300 


68/4 

000900 


68/5 

0000-50 


67/2+4A 

0000-50 


61/1 

00-06-5Q 


61/2/1 

00-1500 


61/2/7+3B 

00-1800 


66/2A 

000700 


66/ZB 

0006-50 


66/2C 

00-1500 


63 

00-24-50 


64 

00-1100 


River 

000600 

Ratnagjri Guhaghar Veldur 

647 

0001-00 


645 

00-2500 


649 

00-1800 


650 

00-25-50 


651 

008100 


652 

0003-50 


River 

01-Q2-50 


[F. No. L-14014/23/2005-G.P. (Part-I)] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 


^ fa#, 3 2006 

4il,31T, 1735 .—wwk # ^iW>(en 
ircfrjT ifa $ fa H5KI°^ 7FW DTt 

(#^T) 

?KT, T*3> rflfTOT^f fot§I$ *1# 

fai* yrfln ^t?Tl $ fa ”3tl ^f, fafFf <j«ki hish 

t#r fin# 3IWFT t 3?rc: straafa^n 3 

qfufn ■STfW^K ^T 3i4d fa^TI ^IM.; 

mt aw, trwnt, afrr ^fasr wi#f 

(ijMwfa^arf#nt^awfc) afffafam, 1962 (1962 

«pt so) # «ntr 3 # w?m (i) ^KW^rfafa^TiraW 

af# "HTT ^f*T 'SM^Vi aflfiWHt ^>T 3i4l <t><.A ^ 
3T# 3TTCW # Wl°( g r! TRcft 

-BErffarr, w 3 T 5 ^ 3 *jfa 3 faw i, 

^ tirfta 3 faa# w sifafam# qrcr 5 # w?ro(i) 
^ anfa w ^ Trsnar 3 w y+iPvm ^ srfat^nT # 
3jfari *Rm # ^rtr ^n?ft 4, far ^ 

*pfa#, mm Rifiwnft, far (^fa^o % 3flfwn 

Wf, tfat gtf, 3#2,#.#.#., fan^t,*rit lwf-400 614 
(TW?) # faffal VT 3 3TT^T twfal 




Pa ?ii 


■nfa 


3TR.3fcj. 
3itfacT «h<4 
^f» firTR 

(fa&R 3) 

rms 

tJRFTS 


248 

00-40-50 




249 

00-1400 


mw\'n 


61 

000800 

fPI? 


wit 

381 

00-17-50 




366 

00-1400 


pPL U ^-14014/23/2005/^.^.(^-11)] 
rs. 4t. ^'ScrT, awt trffar 
New Delhi, the 3rd May, 2006 


S.O. 1735. —Whereas it appears to the Central 
Government that it is necessary in the public interest that 
for the transportation of natural gas through Dahej-Hazira- 
Uran and its spur pipelinesiii the State of Maharashtra, a 
pipeline should be laid by the GAIL (India) Limited; 

. And, Whereas it appears to the Central Government 
that for the purpose of laying the said pipeline, it is 
necessary to acquire the Right of User in the land under 
which the said pipeline is proposed to be laid and which is 
described in the Schedule annexed to this notification; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers cqnferred 
by sub-section (1) of the section 3 of the Petroleum and 
Mineral pipelines (Acquisition of Righ of User in land) 
Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby 
declares its intension to acquire the right of user therein; 

And person interested in the laQd described in the 
said Schedule may, within twenty one days from the date 
on which the copies of the notification issued under sub¬ 
section (1) of section 3 of the said Act, as published in the 
Gazette of India are made available to the general public, 
object in writing to the laying of the pipeline under the 
land to Shri K.N. Kashivale, Competent Authority, GAIL 
(India) Limited, GAIL Ashiyana Building, Sector 8B, 3D2, 
C.B.D., Belapur, Navi Mumbai-400 614 (Maharashtra). 

. SCHEDULE 


District 

Tehsil 

Village 

Survey 

No. 

Area to the 
acquired 
forROU 
(In hectare) 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Raigad 

Sudhagad 

Ghota- 

248 

004050 


wade 

249 

001400 


Khalapur 

Tuksai 

61 

000800 


Navghar 

381 

366 

0017-50 

001400 


[F. No. L-14014/23/2005-G.P. (Pait-H)] 
S. B. MANDAL, Under Secy. 
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9m aftr ftwm w 

^i 10 sdl? T, 2006 

^T.arr. 1736 ,-sitatfwM^ srfaMr, 1947 (1947 
14) mrr 17 ^ 3*3^1 3 ', -sfofa 4 tc*fr tar 

3uV> i^fe^TT 1 Sr^^Rf5T f4 ■m) ^1 3rfr 3RRF> «h*f®hl<l* 

^ ta, SFfiq i( fqrfta 3Mlta tafa 4TR*K 

afttilPw» 3?ftac»T/am CFR 57 ^ taR (tfttf 

WfT-31/2004) ^ y«KTl>m wt f, # 4^<li| TRTftR ^ 
7-4-2006 ^ IJTRT f3TT «1TI 

[4L ^"12012/28/2004-3^ 3TR (tall)] 

4ft. wwn, 3TRT 4Tlta 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1736. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. 31/2004) of 
the Cent. Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur (U.P.) as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Bank of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 7-4-2006. 

[No. L-12012/28/2004-IR (B-1I)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 31 of 2004 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Hari Gopal s/o Late Vasudev 

21/83 Dhuliaganj 

Agra 

And 

The Regional Manager 
Central Bank of India 
Sanjay Place 
Regional Office Agra 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-12012/28/2004-1 R(B-II) 
dated 31-5-2004 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Central Bank of India in terminating the services 
of Sri Hari Gopal son of late Vasudev part time 
sweeper w.e.f. 1-8-2001 is legal and justified? If 
not to what relief the workman is entitled to?” 

2. It is necessary to give full details of the case as 
during the course of hearing of the case on 29-3-2005, 
the workman vide his application informed the tribunal that 
the instant dispute has been settled between him and 


the management outside the court as such a no claim 
award be passed in the case. Considering the request 
made by the workman it is held that there remains no 
dispute between the parties as the same has been 
settled by the parties outside the court. 

3. Accordingly it is held that the workman is not 
entitled for any other relief pursuant to the reference 
order made to this Tribunal. 

Reference is answered accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 

^ Mft, 10 3T3bT, 2006 

^5T.3TT. 1737. —SfltaRR, 1947 
(1947 14) m\ 17 ^ ft‘, tafa 4$^R 

artftmiiivri ta ^ ^ 4M MW 

sfrt ^ta apifarcY ^ tat, ft* ftfta aflriP i * 
ftarc; ft taflq msm fthftfta arMr^T/am 

vnsTH^ ^ W (4ft*ft 4145^-96/2001) ^ 

t, ftt taffa 4743714 7-4-2006 UT^T ^3TT 

®7TI 

[47. ^-12012/23/2001-3nf3TR (tall)] 
4ft. wt4*t, sm ttM 
New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1737. —In pursuance of Section. 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref.96/2001)of 
the Cent. Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Lucknow as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Oriental Bank of 
Commerce and their workmen, which was received by 
the Central Government on 7-4-2006. 

[No. L-12012/23/2001-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 
PRESENT 

Shrikant Shukla Presiding Officer 
I.D. No. 96/2001 

Ref. No L-12012/23/2001-IR (B-II) Dt. 12-6-2001 
Between 

Nand Kishore 
S/o Sh. Shyamlal Balmiki 
Mohalla Balmiki Basti 
Nahtor, Distt. Bijnore (UP) 

And 

Regional Manager 
Oriental Bank of Commerce 
148, Civil Lines 
Bareilly-243801 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute No. b- 12012/23/ 
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dated 11-12-98 for Rs. 150, 24-1-99 for Rs.300. 
2-12-99 for Rs. 800, Nil for Rs. 585,3-11-99 for 
Rs. 20/-. 


2001-IR (B-II) Dated 12-6-2001 for adjudication to 
Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour-Court, Lucknow: 

“Whether the action of the management of 
Oriental Bank of Commerce to terminate the 
services of Sh. Nand Kishore temporary Sub-staff 
Safai Karmchari w.e.f. 11-4-2000 is legal and 
justified? If not, what relief is the disputant 
concerned entitled to?” 

Nand Kishore has filed the statement of claim 
alleging therein that he was appointed in the Nahtor 
branch of Oriental Bank of Commerce. At the time of 
appointment he was not given any appointment letter 
and was told that the appointment letter will be given 
after 3 years. After opening the bank 8 A.M., he used 
to clear the office, counter and. premises and after 10 
AM. he used to work as peon till 5 P.M., which included 
carrying of the ledger register at proper place and 
providing tea, water, breakfast etc. Besides above job, 
he carried out the job of Daftary. On 25-2-2000 the worker 
was given the certificate of integrity. Worker was paid 
at the rate of Rs. 300 per month and after a few months 
the salary was increased to Rs.500, Rs.700 and Rs.800 
per month. Worker worked for 905 days. Worker came 
to know that after 240 days work he was to be made 
permanent and therefore he demanded from the Branch 
Manager that he should be made permanent. Branch 
Manager told him that it is beyond his jurisdiction and 
he should better approach the higher officers. 
Accordingly the worker sent the representation by 
registered post on 2-11-99 to Asstt. General Manager, 
of the bank. He also met the Asstt. General Manager 
who asked him to give another application, which he 
delivered and gave him assurance. Asstt. General 
Manager of the bank called for the report from Branch 
Manager. On 20th March the Branch. Manager called 
him at his residence and scolded him and demanded 
money. The Branch Manager also threatened him for 
implicating in the false case. The worker accordingly 
reported the fact to Supdt. of Police. Worker has further 
alleged that on 11-4-2000 he was terminated. Branch 
Manager of the bank has appointed one Chhatra Pal in 
his place. Worker has further alleged that he was not 
given notice, notice pay or compensation before 
termination which amounts to retrenchment. Worker 
has also submitted that he filed a writ petition in the 
Hon’ble High Court, Allahabad and the Court advised 
him to approach the Labour Court. Worker has prayed 
for setting aside oral termination order dt. 11-4-2000 
and back wages. 

Worker has filed photo copies of following 
documents :. 

L Trade Union Registration Certificate 79-80. 

2 Certificate of employment issued by the 
Manager of the Bank. 

3. Vouchers 9-8-97, 4-9-97, 6-10-97, 30-11-98, 
20-12-97, 25-1-98, 12-2-98, 25-3-98, 28-4-98, 
9-6-98, 28-7-98, 26-10-98, 5-11-98, 30-11-98, 
9-3-99, 12-4-99, 11-5-99, 2-8-99, 16-10-99, 
11-1-2000,16-2-2000,13-3-2000. Besides vouchers 


4. Postal Receipt 6-11-99, alongwith 
representation 2-11-99. 

5. Complaint to DM ’dt. 6-4-2000 and postal 
receipt. 

Complaint to SP with postal receipt. 

6. UPC date of which is not legible. 

7. Representation of Nand Kishore addressed to 
Chairman, Director & Manager. 

R Voucher 20-12-97,27-2-98,26-6-98,24-8-98, 
2-10-98,9-2-99,9-3-99,17-4-99,22-6-99,5-7-99, 
28-8-99, Sept. 99,11-10-99,5-11-99,2-12-99, 
13-3-99. Besides same vouchers of other 
amounts showing alongwith bill but bill not 
filed. 

9. Extracts of voucher register. 

10. Application addressed to Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner. 

11. Order dt. 16-5-2000 of the Hon’ble High Court, 
Allahabad. 

12. Reply of the bank to Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (C). 

13. Register of the worker before Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner (C). 

The management of the Oriental Bank of 
Commerce has filed the written statement through its 
Asstt General Manager. Management of the bank has 
narrated the procedure of the recruitment. It is alleged 
that the vouchers filed by the worker are not 
authenticated nor the source of obtaining them. The 
said vouchers can not be read in evidence. Regarding 
employment certificate filed by the worker the bank 
management has alleged that the same is not genuine. 
There is no such system or rule for issuing such type 
of certificates by Bank Manager. The certificate is 
forged. It is submitted that the appointment letter is 
not issued to any person who is engaged casually on 
daily wage basis. Branch where the worker worked for 
sometime was not more than half an hour or an hour and 
for that purpose the worker was often or irregularly and 
casually engaged. Worker used to sit outside the bank 
probably in the expectancy of his being casually 
engaged in the bank and the Bank Manager used to call 
him in exigency of work. Worker was engaged for 
different nature of work assigned to him was not a 
permanent nature but was of sudden increase or 
requirement of work. He was never designated either as 
peon, messanger or sweeper etc. A person having 
conduct of producing the photo copies of alleged 
vouchers, can not enjoy the confidence of the bank 
management as such it is not safe to engage a person 
like the present one. In fact the worker has tried to 
concoct a story so as to derive same benefit to which he 
is not entitled. Replying the representations the Bank 
Management has stated that Regional Head has no power 
to entertain such representations/applications since as 
per rules and in view of law, vacancies have to be notified 
compulsorily and after adopting the process of 
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appointment, appointments are made & back door entry 
inviolating the said procedure is hot permissible. 
Regarding allegations against the Branch Manager Sri 
Atar Singh Malik, the same has been denied & the same 
is termed as defamatory. It is also denied that any person 
as named by the worker has been engaged in the worker’s 
place. It is admitted that the worker Nand Kishore was 
not engaged in the bank on 11-4-2000 & the workman 
was not entitled to any notice, notice pay, retrenchment 
compensation as he was not a retrenched employee. He 
was also not entitled to any protection against the non 
engagement or any further engagement. There is no 
industrial dispute. The worker has not put in service for 
240 days or more in a calander year and is not entitled to 
any relief. 

Management of the bank has filed following photo 
copies or documents : 

1. List no. 2337 of applicants submitted on 22-9-99. 

2. List no. 2343 of applicants submitted on 22-9-99. 

3. List no. 2340 of applicants submitted on 22-9-99. 

4. Letter dt. 30-9-78 regarding notification of 
vacancies. 

5. Letter dt. 10-5-90 regarding recruitment of staff 
through employment exchange. 

6. Letter dt. 5-11-90 of the bank regarding 
compulsory notification and filling of the vacancies in 
subordinate cadre. 

7. Letter of Indian Bank Association dt. 27-11-90 
regarding compulsory notification and filling up the 
vacancies in subordinate cadre. 

Bank management has also filed photo copies of 
following vouchers : 

29-9-97, 6-10-97, 20-12-97, 22-10-97, 9-3-99, 

25- 3-98,29-4-98,9-6-98,18-7-98,24-8-98,23-9-98, 

26- 10-98, 29-10-98, 5-11-98, 30-11-98, 4-3-99, 

17-3-99,17-4-99,11-5-99,22-6-99,5-7-99,14-7-99, 

28-8-99, 11-10-99, 3-2-99, 3-12-99, 16-2-2000,. 

2-2-99,13-3-2000 

Worker has examined himself. Opposite party has 
examined Sri A.S. Malik. 

Opposite party has filed written argument. No 
argument is filed on behalf of worker. Even no one turned 
up for oral submissions on behalf of worker. 

Perused arguments & evidence on record carefully. 

Worker filed photo copy of employment certificate 
and its original these paper no. 2/10, 4/69 & Al-26. 
Certificate does not bear any number of the file from 
which it was issued. The certificate is purported to have 
been issued by the Manager, but name of the manager is 
not mentioned underneath the alleged signature. 
Sri Nand Kishore, the worker has stated that there is the 
signature of Branch Manager Sri A. Singh on the 
certificate where as Sri Atar Singh Malik who has been 


examined by the management of the bank has stated on 
oath that he has not given any certificate regarding 
employment to Sri Nand Kishore. He has also stated 
that'original certificate paper no. Al-26 does not bear 
his signature. 

Representative of the worker Sri K.K. Tripathi 
moved an application C-35 that the specimen signature 
of Sri A.S. Malik be taken & worker be allowed to produce 
expert opinion. Accordingly this court ordered the worker 
to produce his hand writing expert for taking 
photographs on 28-6-2004 & the Sri A.S. Malik was 
also instructed to appear on the same day, so that expert 
can take photos for his expert opinion. On 28-6-04 though 
Sri A.S. Malik appeared in the court, but the worker did 
not produce his expert. It was therefore believed that 
the worker does not want to file expert report in evidence, 
therefore another date was fixed for arguments. 

In the aforesaid circumstances the employment 
certificate mentioned above has no evidentiary value. 

Worker has alleged that he was appointed in the 
bank on 9-7-97, however no appointmertt letter Was 
issued. It was told to him that appointment letter is given 
after 3 years. Who appointed him & who told that 
appointment letter is given after 3 years, Is fto mentioned 
in the statement of claim. In the present case there Is ho 
termination letter as well. 

Opposite party bank is one of Nationalised Bank it 
has the prescribed procedure & no one can be appointed 
without a valid appointment order. There are specific 
appointing authority for different categories of employees. 
The witness of the opposite party has proved that 
Appointing Authority in the present case is Regional 
Manager & not the branch manager. Witness has also 
proved that there is prescribed procedure for recruitment 
of sub staff. Indent is issued to the employment exchange 
in turn employment exchange sends the name of candidates 
& then the appointing authority selects the candidate for 
sub staff. He has also proved that Sri Nand Kishore was 
not the employee of the bank. It is evident from the 
vouchers of 2/17, 2/19, 2/20, 2/25, 2/26, 2/30, 2/34, 2/37, 
2/38,2/39 & other vouchers filed by the worker himself that 
the payment has been made as daily wages.This goes to 
prove that the worker was not a regular employee, but was 
engaged as daily wager. In the circumstances there was no 
question of issuance of appointment letter moreover 
regular employees are not paid wages through vouchers, 
instead they are paid wages through signatures on salary 
register. 

Worker has in evidence stated that he was appointed 
by Sri Malik. He has admitted that his name was not send 
by the employment exchange. He has also not stated that 
as to who was appointing authority for peon. This also 
corroborates the fact that he was not the regularly selected/ 
appointed employee. The worker’s statement that he 
was told that the appointment order shall be given after 
3 years is false. 



[win—igqg3(ii)]_ mzmrm *; 6, 2006 /^irar 16 , 1928 _ 3849 


Worker has filed photo copies of vouchers, the legible details are mentioned against each. 

SL Voucher 
No. Date 

Purpose of payment 

Amount 

Paper No. 

Remark 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1. 9-8-97 

Sweeping of office floor daily wages for 

Rs. 300/- 

43 



30 days to Nand Kishore 


2/11 


1 4-9-97 

To Nand Kishore for cleaning 

Rs.300/- 

2/2 


3. 4-9-97 

Paid to Manoj Kumar for cleaning 

Rs.350/- 

4/7 




2/12 


4 20-9-97 

Not legible 

Rs. 20/- 

4/8 


5. 6-10-97 

Paid to Nand Kihsore for cleaning 

Rs.500/- 

2/3 

2/4 


6 22-10-97 

As per enclosed bill to Nand Kishore 

Rs. 75.50 

4/10 


7. 12-11-97 

As per bill 

Rs.22/- 

4/6 


& 30-11-97 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wages for 

Nov. 

Rs. 600/- 

2/14 


9. 20-12-97 

Paid to Nand Kishore sweeper for 

Rs.500/- 

4/5 



Nov., 97 


2/15 


10. 24-12-97 

Paid to Nand Kishore as per bill 

Rs. 45/- 

4/9 


11. 15-1-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for sweeping in 

Rs.300/- 

4/12 


i 

Dec. 


2/16 


12. 12-2-98 

Paid to daily wages sweeping & 

Rs.500/- 

4/11 



office cleaning 


2/17 


13. 27-2-98 

Paid to Hem daily wage for sweeping 

Rs.500/- 

4/14 

Hem & Nand Kishore 
signature visible 

14. 25-3-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for sweeping 

Rs.500/- 

4/13 




2/18 


15. 28-4-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wager for 

Rs.500/- 

V16 



March 


2/19 


16. 9-6-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wager 

Rs.500/- 

4/15 

2/20 


17. 20-6-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for water cooler & 
Water charges 

Rs.600/- 

4/18 


18. 18-7-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore purpose not 
legible 

Rs. 61/- 

4/17 


19. 18-7-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore sweeping charges 

Rs.600/- 

4/20 



June, 98 


2/21 


20. 8-8-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for as per bill 
attached 

Rs.46/- 

4/22 


20a. 2-8-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wage sweeper 
for Aug., 98 

Rs.500/- 

4/19 


21. 24-8-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore cleaning charges 

Rs. 150/- 

2/21 


22. 26-8-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for bringing 10 mtres. 
shackts 

Rs. 150/- 

4/24 


23. 23-9-98 

Conveyance charges 

Rs. 50/- 

2/23 


24. 13-10-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for cleaning office 

Rs. 20/- 

4/23 


25. 15-10-98 

Paid to Rishi Pal Rathore 

Rs.600/- 

4/25 

Does not put in 

Nand Kishore 


1215GI/06—12 
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1 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

26. 26-10-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for sweeping 

Rs. 600/- 

4/25 



charges Aug., 98 


2/24 


27. 29-10-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wager sweeper 
for Sept., 98 

Rs. 600/- 

4/27 


28. 5-11-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for sweeping 

Rs. 600/- 

4/30 



Oct., 98 


2/25 


29. 3-11-98 

Paid to S.G. Singh 

Rs. 20/- 

4/28 

Does not paid to worker 

30. 11-11-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore as per bill 

Rs. 150/- 

4/29 


31. 30-11-98 

Daily wager for Nov., 98 

Rs. 600/- 

2/26 


32 21,12-98 

As per bill 

Rs. 150/- 

4/32 


33. 29-12-98 

Paid to Nand Kishore for soap 

Rs. 15/- 

4/32 


34. 24-1-98 

Amount as per bill 

Rs. 300/- 

4/31 


35. 18-2-99 

Paid to Jhan as per attached bill 

Rs. 40/- 

4/33 

Does not to worker 

36. 9-2-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore for Jan., 98 

Rs. 800/- 

4/34 


37. 4-3-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore as per bill 

Rs. 144/- 

4/35 


38. 9-3-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore as for Feb., 99 

Rs. 800/- 

4/36 





2/30 


39. 17-3-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore 

as per bill 

Rs. 100/- 

4/38 


40. 30-3-99 

Amount to be Paid to 

Sri Vee Pale 

Rs. 50/- 

4/37 

Does not paid to worker 

41. 7-4-99 

Paid to Anoop Kumar March, 99 

Rs. 650/- 

2/31,4/39 

Does not paid to worker 

42. 17-4-99 

Paid towards telephone 

Rs. 673/- 

4/40 


43. 11-5-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore 

for May, 99 

Rs. 500/- 

4/42,2/32 


44. 226-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore 

Rs. 500/- 

4/41 



for June, 99 




45. 2-7-99 

Paid for telephone bill 

Rs. 783/- 

4/43 


46. 2-7-99 

Office stationary as per bill 

Rs. 45/- 

4/44 


47. 5-7-99 

Payment for sweeper work to 

Nand Kishore 

Rs. 500/- 

4/46 


48. 14-7-99 

Travelling Expenses to Nand Kishore 

Rs. 30/- 

4/45 


49. 17-7-99 

Payment to Nand Kishore as per bill 

Rs. 20/- 

4/48 


50. 2-8-99 

Payment for sweeping *Nand Kishore for 
Aug. 99 

Rs. 500/- 

2/34 


51. 28-8-99 

Payment to Nand Kishore sweeper 


4/47 

No signature on back. 

52 23-9-99 

Conveyance 

Rs. 50/- 

4/50 


53. 25-9-99 

Payment to Nand Kishore for part time 

work 

Rs. 700/- 

4/49 


54. 10-10-99 

Conveyance Charges 

Rs. 50/- 

4/52 


55. 11-10-99 

For payment as daily wage to 

Nand Kishore 

Rs. 500/- 

4/51 


56. 16-10-99 

As per list 

Rs. 1598/- 

2/35 


57. 24-10-99 

As per bill 

Rs. 300/- 

2/28 


58. 3-11-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore 

Rs. 20/- 

236 
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1 2 

3 ' 

4 • 

5 


59. 5-11-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wages 

RsTGO/- 

4/54 

•: *' ■]' . 

6a 2-12-99 

Paid to Nand Kishore cleaning charges 

Rs.80Q/- 

4/56,2/29 


61. 3-12-99 

As per bill 

Rs.25/- 

4/55 


62. 11-1-2000 

Nand Kishore for Dec. 98 

Rs.700/- } 

2/37 


63. 16-2-2000 

Paid to Nand Kishore daily wages 

Rs.7Q0/ r 

4/59,2/38 


64. 13-3^2000 

Daily wages for March, 2000 

Rs.700/- 

4/57,239 


65. 30-3-2000 

As per bill enclosed 

Rs.30/- 

4/58 


66. 

Undated for 

Rs.785/* 

253 


Managemeat has filed following vouchers: 

‘ " ’ . 


■ ■■■ •' ■. \ 

1. 23-9-97 

Payment for photostat to Nand Kishore 

Ra.28/- 

33/1 


2 6-10-97 

Payment of sweeping to Nand Kishore 

Rs.500/- 

33/2 

i 

3. 20-12-97 


Rs.5GG/- 

33/3 


4. 22-10-97 

Payment to Nand Kishore as per 

Rs.75/- 

33/4. 



enclosed list... 




5. 9-3-99 

Payment to Nand Kishore Feb. 99 

Rs.800/- 

33/5 - 


6. 25-3-99 

March 99 

Rs.500/- 

33/5 

' .'.a . 

7. 294-98 

March 98 

Rsl5Q|Q/- 

33/7 r 


& 96-98 

n 

Rs.500- 

33* 


9. 18-7-98 

June 98 

Rs.600^ • 

33/9 

' ' ” • • " • 

10 24-8-98 


Rs.150/- 

33/10 


11. 23-9-98 

Misc. Payment 

Rs. 50/- 

33/11' 


12 26-1098 

To Nand Kishore sweeping charges 


33/12 


13. 29-10-98 

"Sept. 98 

Rs.680/* 

33/13 


14. 5-11-98 

” Oct. 98 

-Rs.6iw- 

33/14 

‘ ‘ ' ' V ' r 

15. 30-11-98 

Daily wages for Nov. 98 

Rs.600/- 

33/15 


16. 4-3-99 

As per bill to Nand Kishore 

Rs. 144/- 

33/16 


17. 17-3-99 

» ; 

Rs.100/* 

33/17 


18. 174-99 

Telephone bill 

Rs. 653/- 

33/18 


19. 174-99 

Anop Kr. for March 99 

fis.650*- 

.33/19 


20. 11-5-99 

Amount paid to Nand Kishore 

Rs.500/- 1 

3^3/20 



for temp, working 




21. 206-99 

To Nand Kishore June 99 

Rs.500/- 

33/21 


22 5-7-99 

Sweeping work to Nand Kishore 

Rs.500/- 

33/22 . r 


23. 14-7-99 

Misc.Expn. 

Rs.30/- 

33/23 


24. 28-8-99 

Sweeping paid to Nand Kishore 

Rs.300/- 

33/24 


25. 11-10-99 

if 

Rs.500/- 

33/25 


26. 3-2-99 

Misc. Expenses 

Rs. 29/* 

33/26 


27. 3-12-99 


Rs.2sA - 

33/27 


28. 16-2-2000 

Daily wages to Nand Kishore 

Rs.700/- 

33/28 


29. 27-2-99 

>1 

Rs. 80#- . 

33/29 


30. 13-3-2000 

M •/ 4 ' 1 ■ 

Rs*7QQ/- 

3333 
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From pursuing all the vouchers filed by the parties it 
is made out that Nand Kishore was not a regularly 
appointed employee of the Oriental Bank of Commerce, 
Bijnore, ins'tead he was a casual labour employed for 
sweeping and cleaning of the branch office, however, 
sometimes he was engaged for filling water in the cooler 
and also was sent occasionally for depositing the telephone 
bills etc. and whenever he has been sent by the Branch 
Manager he has been paid conveyance charges. The 
management of the bank has stated in para B of the written 
statement that the concerned workman was engaged 
casually in the exigencies of work by the branch manager on 
daily wage basis due to the temporary increase in the work 
and he was never appointed against any permanent vacancy 
nor the branch manager has made permanent or regular 
appointment. It is true the branch manager has no authority 
to appoint any person in the permanent vacancy and he has 
no authority to make any person as permanent nor he can 
appoint any one in the regular service of sub staff cadre. 

The management has stated in page 2 of the written 
statement that the voucher filed by the worker with the 
claim statement are not authenticated nor he has disclosed 
the source of obtaining them and in any case even if it is 
taken true that the copies of the originals, if any, the same 
cannot be read in evidence and can not be attested by the 
Notary and they have no evidenciary value and they are 
denied it is also stated that concerned workman is guilty of 
stealing and removing the vouchers photo copies of which 
have been annexed by him, if they are found to be taken 
true copy of the original, if any prepared by the bank. 
Accordingly he cannot be allowed to take the benefit or 
advantage of the same. 

It is true that the worker has filed with his statement 
of claim the voucher SI. No. 2/11 to 2/40 duly attested by 
the Notary of Distt. Bijnore. Worker has not stated in his 
statement of claim as to how he took the original voucher 
from the branch to Distt. Bijnore and unless the originals 
has been shown to the Notary, Noaery could not have 
attested worker in his rejoinder has written that the 
vouchers filed by the workman are true and genuine copies 
of their originals which are the record of the bank itself and 
has been provided to the workman by the branch manager 
himself during the course of employment of the workman. 
It is further written that it is very surprising that employer 
himself disputed its own document and particularly those 
documents through which they have made money 
transaction. These documents have till evidenciary value. 
However, it is well settled law that a person cannot force to 
disclose source of evidence in his defence and on basis of 
non disclosure of source, he cannot be denied the relief 
available to him under the law. Worker, in his evidence has 
not stated that he took the originals to the Notary for the 
attestation. 

It is admitted fact that regular Safai Karmchari was 
appointed in the bank on 11-4-2000. Sri A.S. Malik has 
stated in his evidence on 27-5-2004 that 

*' *f> 3FJRR RhIha 11 

2000 ^ 3IT 7 FCT 2JTI 5Hi} M6I "STl 
1? fgnN ieT i? H ^ 


^ ^ <+>l4 (4)^1 

$ ftvC ufnfvi IV 2 lump sum 

f'SRT R'l ^ R>h) 4whH RT 3R2T 

£ - 3 * f^r sm* ’ i 

Sri A. S. Malik has also stated in his Examination in 
Chiefthat: 

"SRI I Photo copies 2/11 to 2/39 

are admitted to him except paper no. 2/22,2/23,2/27,2/28, 
2/33,2/36, which are not related to wages. He has not stated 
that vouchers are forged. Worker has stated in his 
examination in chief that whatever payment was given to 
him it was through voucher which are paper No. 4/3 to 
4/59. Worker was cross-examined by the representative of 
the opposite party in which he has explained the voucher. 
No suggestation has been given by the representative of 
the opposite party that the voucher 4/3 to 4/59 are forged. 

From the perusal of the all vouchers it is clear that 
initially he was paid Rs. 300 and subsequently the said wages 
were increased to Rs. 500,600,700 and 800. It is admitted 
fact that the worker was not engaged on 11-4-2000 and 
onwards and no casual worker has been engaged in the 
place of the workman. From the perusal of the voucher it is 
not made out that he has been awarded salary looking into 
the days he worked but monthwise meaning thereby that 
the worker has worked in the whole month for which he was 
paid a consolidated sum. The first payment is made through 
voucher 4/3 and 2/11 for 30 days on 9-8-97 i.e., for 30 days 
sweeping charges. Worker has alleged that he was engaged 
on 9-7-97 paper no. 4/3 and 2/11 and he was not on 9-8-97 
Rs. 300 for 30 days. Similarly, he was paid Rs. 300 on 4-9-97. 
On 6-10-97 he was paid Rs. 500 3-11-97 he was paid Rs. 600 
and 20-12-97 he was paid Rs. 500 Similarly Nand Kishore 
worker has been paid onl5-l-99.12-2-98,25-3-98,28-4-98, 
9-6-98,20-6-98,18-7-98,2-8-98,24-8-98,26-10-98,29-10-98, 
5-11-98,30-11-98,9-2-99,9-3-99,11-5-99,22-6-99,5-7-99, 
2-8-99, 25-9-99, 11-10-99, 5-11-99, 2-11-99, 11-1-2000, 
16-2-2000,13-3-2000. Thus it is made out that the worker has 
not been paid in May 98, Dec. 98, Jan. 99 and April 99. Thus 
it is proved that the worker did work continuously from 
April 97 to March 2000 barring 4 months. From the record it 
is made out that he has been paid for the whole of the month. 
This is also made out from the voucher that barring 4 months 
the worker has worked for entire period. 

The worker has been paid following amounts 
mentioned on the dates which shows that the worker 
worked for more than 240 days prior to his disengagement 
due to regular incumbent: 


1. 

11-5-99 

Rs. 500 

2 

22-6-99 

Rs. 500 

3. 

5-7-99 

Rs. 500 

4 

2-8-99 

Rs. 500 

5. 

25-9-99 

Rs. 700 

6. 

11-10-99 

Rs. 500 

7. 

5-11-99 

Rs. 700 

8. 

2-12-99 

Rs. 800 

9. 

11-1-2000 

Rs. 700 

10. 

16-2-2000 

Rs. 700 

11. 

13-3-2000 

Rs. 700 
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The law does not discriminate between the regular 
employee and the casual employee and in the settled law is 
that in case the worker is terminated who has continuously 
worked in 12 calendar months before his termination for 
more than 240 days he can only be terminated by giving 
him notice or notice pay and compensation and in the 
present case it is prayed that the worker has not been paid 
compensation 9 $ given notice pay notice before his 

S tfln the circumstances the termination of 
the worker Nand Kishore is violative of 
f I. D. Act. The issue is therefore answered 
against theymmagement and it is held that disengagements 
dithe workerNand Kishore w.e.f. 11-04-2000 is illegal and 
unjustified. 

Next question comes as to what relief worker is entitled 
to the worker himself has admitted that after dis¬ 
engagement from the service he migrated to New Delhi 
where he was employed at Indira Gandhi Airport in 
Uzbekistan Air lines in the salary of Rs. 1800 for 4 hours 
work. He has further stated that he worked there for lVz 
months and thereafter he fell ill. He has tried to say that he 
joined the service in New Delhi in 2002. He has joined the 
service on better salary admittedly. No certificate has been 
produced by him from Ujbekistan Air lines as to when he 
joined and when he left and what was his salary. The worker 
stopped coming to court after 22-6-2004 this goes to show 
that he is gainfully employed elsewhere. In the 
circumstances the worker is not entitled to any back wages. 
But since he has been terminated illegally therefore in cast 
he reports to duty in the bank within 2 months of publication 
of award he will be reinstated, on the service conditions 
which existed prior to his termination. In case the 
management has employed a regular employee the 
management of the Bank is at liberty to dispense the 
services of the worker after complying the provisions given 
in I.D. Act. 

Lucknow 

3-4-2006 SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

-*i 10 2006 

*JT.31T. STfferfWT, 1947 

(1947 14) 17 H 

fasPIT ^ M *»<+>)' 3^3# 4.4* kY 

3j\«)Rl4» 'TFPJ7 ^ (*M 

wrr 70/2003) ^ wtrm t, ^ ttwt 

7-4-2006 ^ trt ^an «ni 

[■??. ^T-120L2/207/92-an^.3lK. C^t-II) ] 

Tft. sm Trf^ 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1738. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 70/ 


2003) of the Central Government Industrial-cum-Labour 
Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Vijaya Bank and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
7-4-2006. 

[No. L-12012/207/92-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, NAGPUR 

PRESENT: SHRI AN.YADAV, PRESIDING OFFICER 
CASE No. CGIT/NGP/70/2003 Date21-03-2006 

Shri P. M. Kulkami —Petitioner 

V/s. 

The Vijaya Bank —Respondent 

AWARD 

Delivered on this 21st day of March, 2006 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(a) of Section 10 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this dispute for 
adjudication vide Order No. L-12012/207/1992-IR(B-II) dtd. 
30-10-1992 on following schedule: 

“Whether the action of the Management of Vijaya 
Bank, Nagpur by disallowing Shri P. M. Kulkami to 
work on the post of Special Assistant is justified? If 
not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

The above dispute came for hearing on 21-03-2006 
before .the Presiding Officer Shri A N. Yadav and 
the following order is passed : 

“On behalf of Party No. I Shri P.M; Kulkami, Vice 
President of Vijaya Bank Employees Association 
has filed a pursis that he does not want to proceed 
with the reference and want to draw the same. The 
counsel for the Party No. II, i.e., Vijaya Bank gave no 
objection to allow to withdraw the claim. It appears 
that they have settled the dispute and since the work 
of the aggrieved person has been changed. The 
Respondent is allowing him to work as a Special 
Assistant. In view of the Pursis, the claim is settled. 
Hence allowed to withdraw the same. The reference 
stands on disposed of. It is dismissed. No orders as 
to cost. 

Copies of the award be sent to the Ministry of Labour, 
Government of India as per rules. 

A N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

M 10 arfta, 2006 

w.an. 1739.— afhptfw arfferfwi, 1947 
(1947 14) 17^ 4^9 W4»R 
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«Ni ^ 4«t<S «t»4«hi<T ^ 41 ^, 

sTjafa skflP i * f^rm^ sMfw 

3rfWrw?ra -4 wh<i, feik ^ ’ t mz (^#n 131/97) 
^ U4>|fikl wt t, # ^ 7-4-2006 ^ 

^3TT «m 

[4^-12012/161/95-SfTf 3TR (4tll)] 
TTf. 7 FTT^R 1T l, 3137 Tlt^Rl 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1739. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
131/97) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-Cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Vijaya Bank and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 7-4-2006. 

[No. L-12012/161/95-IR (B-Il)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALATJM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated : 21st March 2006 

PRESENT : Shri AR. Siddiqui Presiding Officer 

C.R. No. 131/1997 

IParty 

«r 

The General Secretary, 

Vijaya Bank Workers’ Organisation, 

No. 37/1, Car Street, Ulsoor, 

Bangalore-560 008. 

IlPlarty 

The Chairman & Managing Director, 

Vijaya Bank, 

Head Office, M. G. Road, 

Bangalore-560 001. 

APPEARANCES: 

I Party : Shri B. D. Kuttappa, 

Advocate 

II Party Shri B. C. Prabhakar, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by Clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 
2A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
has referred this dispute vide Order No. L-12012/161/95-IR 
(B-II) dated 24-4-1996 for adjudication on the following 
Schedule: 


SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Vijaya 
Bank, Bangalore in imposing the punishment of 
stoppage of two increments permanently on Shri 
A shw iiiD ubey. Clerk vide order dated 31-5-1991 is 
legal and justified? If not, what relief is the said 
workman entitled to?” 

2. The I Party represented through the General 
Secretary, Vijaya Bank Workers’ Organisation filed his claim 
statement in support of the points of reference and the 
claim was registered by the II Party by filing a Counter 
Statement. 

3. When the matter stood for Arguments on Domestic 
Enquiry, it was taken up before the Lok-Adalat and both 
the parties being representing through their respective 
representatives and counsels have settled the matter out 
of Court and filed a Joint Memo to pass award accordingly 
in terms of the said memo. Hence, the following award. 

4. Reference is partly allowed in terms of the Joint 
Memo as under: 

“1. It is agreed by the Second Party that the 
punishment of stoppage of two increments 
inflicted on the first party will be reduced to 
stoppage of one increment permanently 
from the date of imposition of punishment. 

2 It is agreed between the parties that the 
Second Party shall pay 50%‘of the arrears 
of salary (in respect of one increment) to 
the first party till the date of reaching 
stagnation of pay scale by the first party. 

3. The first party Union and the workman have 
agreed to the terms mentioned in Paragraphs 
1 & 2 above in full and final settlement of all 
the claims made in the above dispute. 

4. With this Settlement, the claims made by 
the first party against the second party, are 
fully settled, leaving no claims whatsoever 
against the second party.” 

(Dictated to LDC, transcribed by him, corrected and 
signed by me on 21st March, 2006) 

AR. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 

10 31^1, 2006 

■gjT. 311. 1740.-3?|atPl<b PMK 1947 (1947 

14) *TET 17 ^ 4f, ^ 

3TFF IjfirqT Pl4l'J|«6T sfft 3^ =6 
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[7t T^f-1201 l/245/2002-3H$ 3TR (^t-II)] 
TTt. J MII^K u l, 31^7 Tlf^ 


WX 3(ii)] 


^RcT^TTFSm : ^ 6, 2006/^113? 16, 1928 


3855 


New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 


S.O. 1740.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes . the Award 
(Ref. No. 4/2003), of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Ajmer as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between the management of Union Bank of India and 
their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
7-4-2006. 

[No. L-12011/245/2002-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

arjaRr 

SRrifa (7T5T. ) 

■3TR T^T 4 ^ 

toto 4 wr-#. 3 nfAsnr. 4/2003 

[ 4. 1^-12011 /245/2002-3Tlf.3ITT. ( 41-11) 

farra> 31-3-2003 3 

4 wm 34 j t, 

TjfaR 4fa 3?fa 
^prtR'(m), 

49 , T ffi g R , hoki 4 > W ^nfar, 

.....sriff 

^ 3tfar 

T33T.41.HR. $Tf4fa<r1 'TftfK, 

(fald 3fffaR RTJJPR, 

.....sniriff 

«fr 3TTC.41 .tH 

.Tlri?f 

fcigH _-sisrrsfF 

falfa 2-3-2006 

Wsm m t^TR fa=T 3RJTC i 

“Whether the action of the Deputy General Manager, 
Union Bank of India, Regional Office, Jaipur in 
ordering recovery of two additional increments 
granted to Shri Pema Ram Cashier S/o Sh. ManaRam 
from June 1995 is legal and justified? If not, what 
relief is the workman concerned entitled to?” 

Htf&r $ mm 4H*m Tjfan 

4 41 fa«Tri»l 4‘ 3?faT fariTT $ % Tnsff farsjt 


4 TZPfal g fdPtfti 3PRR t -m TIT«ff faRTR 

♦ 

h fauiR 5TCT 95 3 1J*IRTC 
T&W ^ 3Tfar sff. 1208/96 fa. 13-2-96 

"RRl "34 41 3iRifWi H>1 7 rift TSrifa TCYrgn^ 

<}RRih ^Tl fa^fna 4 41 T3n41 Tiff I Qftkih ®Fl 

fapr^l Hr 41 ^5(|*l 4-fa. 2-6-2001 <FT ?fa 

TCH 9-11-2001 ^Tl TTTCT £3TT P>HH>I 3<m SrfTriFgTCT 
13-11-2001 HH4 fa^TOi 3 tHt 2002 *FT 4cR QiTRTH 

41 TRft arfafar 3<R^f5sri?Y Rfar farrr toi 3?Ht 2002 4 

7920 *TTI 3?far# t£ «Hfa TFritferi T , 

SKl fa. 23-4-2002 YITC3T! 3RTriF, , 4lVj{T! H?1 

Tfa T5T faM 3FJ3TTC 3RRW °FT TJR 4?FT 7920 «£ 
TRTRTCTT.7160 rif 2001 4fa4T3rfa «TTt ^ V* 

4 ^TRm-qf 2002 ^380 V&ftl 
*6^ ■Jw e bl *jjn ^?R 7540 f«h^ ^FT «crr^<a "f^TT "TT^ITI 

51ft nr vftrmt Ifo ^ ^ 5615/02 

K 6-2-2002 ^ft 's&tei t^TT Trai «n ^ Amkim 
^ 5-7-2002 fan Trim 95 ^ 

3lfhfa?t 4if^«b ^?PT^tof Pnt<i f^ril ^ 

3TriTR T7 TJ-T 95 ^ ^TH ^ 

3TfaT ITRt fa3 tt^| arfarr f^. 6-2-2002 ^fff: 3^f%RT 
f ^ffa 'SriT ^ 95 TTT%ri? ^ 

•sf) tsF M7TRH 'SriT T^T 

RR4»>f riFT^ ^ %riT^ffaTT *4)$d ^ 7^ 8fr| 

3P7 ifanrf ■gHT 37rirTfacr -qttw ^ ^ ^ 

^ '?ririR^ ^sp ^ 3F2J 4)4-41 R4l* 

^ Tfril ^=i> giu ’fatT^FH TFT 

Tfriff ^ is nr*? Tnft ^ fa*rr t 

TTFFT7T«TTri^dfarm 3?faT#^37farf 

tmr 9 tt sfj?i)ni<6 fariR ^ afafd ^ 

Tfiff farm -^fap ^ Trm^ ?m 3TT^R, ^ 

®f) % 3-5-02 «F) TBT 1fa?T *TT ^FT4>ltt ^f4> ®Ft 

^ 5-7-2002 fa 6-2-2002 ^ ^TTrit cTrit^f 

^rfarr fa*m ^ «rm 33(1) sf^tfarr 

Stfafari? 4>T 41 farin Tjgj ?R 3pH?RT 

■SR 4 sj«w 3ifa*i «Ft 3?^N 41fan 4)< 4f 4t 'jcfcm 
tojffan $ arfarr ^ ^1 urifar ^Iti 

Tlfarift 4 ^T? ^ -3rri 4 3?facr far?? i fa TriTf 
^riR £5 ^faR w 3fafa lfa?T t 3R: 
fa4) 4)44ifl 44 4 4i4lPi«t> faqK M^JCI 

Zfam fafiR) 4 Tfl TjfaR ^ Tn4 
“tt” i?^r 3irirvqq> *m TjfaR % 3 ft 4 frifa^r 
3T*rar3*wt 3?Hif4diifa4i^^^n«?3Rp^f^tfanfa 
41 fatfK -sdrt ^IT fa*?? Tpp ^1 

H?wfxi^ # 4t. ^ Ifa 4anafer *4^1011 i?^?t 
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fararg a fe j t fg gr grt gftfa 3 ’rtf arrar g? ggr gnfarrit 
gf) ggffam fagfaft gn fagfa 3 afailto fafag gft 
gftfa 3 gif ?m fa qsgrmi m: jq sm ri armggr rifa 
ggfa fag* faglg gft fa g fag fa fa #1 ri fa*fg glffa glfa 
gft gifair gft $i arrit affarg fargr $ far gifarg ijfagrq: x rctaji 
g$ fti t firorite ^ fafamrg^gtfM 
u 4 talH Rt ift HlflgT gft falft t g far gPTCIT farfgfaURFTg gft, 
^pf Rgiggr ftfa fa gwran fangg gft fa ’fat arfaftggfarg 
■qte gn anfarr f*rctgr afar fag^s? ^ far afar 
fagsa % to tn?R gn? fa faffafargi ’ror «n faragrr *rtt 
fag gft g? fafa aTJTRTC agfafT gft faTW grfa gft giFfalfa gft 
’fat ii fafafar wsr fa fafag g rrc fa g gnggfa. 6-2-2002 
gft sifaf gft fa. 5-7-02 gftfagi’Tgrti R fafag g . fafa -tfm 
sm ♦r^if^in ftfat ’rifarraif grt *wi^ gi’girr JjfgH grfa fa fagg 
fa grar ^rcgrK % faraflgr xfa ’jggr fagr fagfag, ’fat faffat etct 
ufat tfkt yigruf ifa *Mh fafa % fargpp qqfagf gft ifa» ifa 
fauffa fa 18-2-70 grit gft ’fat farafa v*z arfam i far 
^pru fagw UTO grifar fa fam, fagffafi fafa % wi ggr 
fafatf^tafrilfalfal^gfagTfa gTTgT’faf’THT'gfagTl 
w wm fa fafag ftfa fa^nm, ’fat fatffa fa fa gfat 
3 rroggjTg!*rggfa 1 7 - 9-2001 gftgrcfagfagrfag git ^Jfar 
g*fa ^ grit fargr ’TgT ti gffafa fagr fa fafag grrgfag fa 
afafaggfa 11-12-2000 fa RlTg 3 gft Wfaw n fra fate afa 
MHfl i mm fafa gftgn gfa gjfat fa. 5-5-88 fafag grTgfam, 

ggjj? grt^fag gft ft gggft HFgni giggfagfa grt'PTO'fagT 
i\ Tfcm ^fgr ^ 2 - 6-01 grr gtffen ggaff gg -5 faqron grt 
grit fargr ggT ^j(tg grrgfag, ^ fagn fafar fafa ’fai 
fatrog m 3gg grim ^narit gtfag grr ggTg 13 - 11-2001 
grt TOf T^g-6 fagT 3R: TlfagaSt ^fgr ^ gg fa. 6-2-2002 5RT 
ggg aqfan grfar fargT ti griHt % ’raw gg ^ t gfa 
farog ^ g^i grfa gn aqfagrrit ti fa 6 - 2-02 ga gg fagg 
diClo grt grit fargr ggr gT fa»j faggg grt ?ggn gr 
gift’ g^r tst sfri gTgT ’fat* fargri gfaf wg* ^ $gr ^rt grit gg 
23-4-02 TOf-4 % gg faglg gBfa W1 Wfal 
3Rfagrrit^gg^ TRqpr. fargr t afoggtf gggr^gfaf 3 g* 
gg gjgi fargr h afa ri gft grfagi^t fafa-gg^gfar 
g^rar fargr ti afa 4 gr^g fa^g grfa gft gfagr gft i\ 

glgl g aRgg gl?ig gTT g gFTgrgg gTCwST ^g 
gn wf gg irgjg m gfarifam gngigr ti g^ftg vm $ 

TOf ’s^i 1 3 5 gtffat’ gft gfagf g^?T gft ti gfag^t gft 

airi^ sn\faf? ^Tg^ggggrgrr wqggg^gr^gfarit m 
’RgTgltl g^«ftggwgrig^tgg-i ^ 8 gg gg?t gg-8g 
ggfafa grtgigrr 3Rgg fafa #1 

•sgggtf grr TO fargt, ggrgtft gn aqgcftgrg fargn 
gfaf % faSH arfggTgg) ^ fa^T ^fcfg^cT fafa :- 


2. 1974^g3rri# 1275 gg.gt., 

3. 1975 (31)ggr^T3TK 178 (gg.gt.), 

4. gggt.fafa^Tfefa^HA 1940,2000 fa 13-10-2000, 

5. ^t.^t. falfacT aqgfar g. 26/90 fa ^4* gg.gt. faz fa^fag 
3780/89 fa 26-4-93, 

6. 2005 ^g 3fa # 2254 (W?t.), 

7. 1987 11 g’TgSTgg 167, 

& 1984 (68) gqrg*T3TR 701 (gn?rgrgr), 

gftmft ^ fasig 3rfggjggr $ faxgffatT g^ 

fargr t :- 

I. 1995 (3)TOV5fl#(m)6l 

gfaqgft %faf5R arfagrggr grr gy ggf f far ^fagg 
tyfaggr g fa g r ( t ^r fareig ^t ?g ggr k ^ ’fat' ?ht ggnft i 
gfrgfag ?lt ' tittim ^t gft aqfafg gr^ % ri gfri 
gpg grffa ’faf fagr ’lgri gggrr ggf i far.g? 3Mfagr 
fagrg gft gfagigr ri gift -acTTfiTi fagg gg ggg ggf 
far*far t ggffar fg 'ririg ri gfri fagFr grg^ gft arri^ 
#nr giff fargr ’far am: |g fafjsRt gft wt fanffa grrgr 

aggvggrgiffii 

g^g '9g»m 'ri ggffagr faj gs tfar cihkih 

gft Tft grtt aqfaffag gt ^gg ^fargf gTTO Tfarr gTJgft % 3ifa?T 
grffa grr gro 9H a^iritfagr fagTg srfafagg afafar ^gt 
graf $gfrfcrc t arggr g^f g*rr gfa ^gr gmf $ gfasfagigt 
ggr aflnfagr fafa ^ T jjf gnr 9^fa afafar gffeg §lHhii*s gtfer 
grit fagr ggr «?t gr ’rtf i gf ^ftfrg gwr t far farit m 

fafaig ^jfagrr gft gftfa ^rt faenrite gari ^ 95 

^gfat grr tin gr gr afrTtTiTgg ggg ^ 1*591 Tqtgjg grt ggr fa 
iw ^ rtt rigrgg fafaq aritrg ri?R ^fagf gTfa grrfrr 7 ft afri 
ztim 2002 .gn ^ rit grit arfaffag ^gg ^fegf vfto 
fagr ggn gsrrt g?fa^ fagrfag arfag faffa fargr ggT ii 
arfaffag gfagf gR wirt ggr afri gg.agtg. gfa rit. 
ggr. ^g^farii arfarifag ^gg^fagf to ^ gr 
gfgrt fafa afa rit.-QT*. sfa gg.arTT.g. grg rtt ^rmr h 
aftotfagr fafag arfa. Tjrit 4 ^ afafa ^r afa a?fa ggf ri* 

gf ■gffafaig^fa ^ grim fag 9g ^ afafar gtfag fagT gm 
anggggr ti gf ritfag fagfffa mt% 3 3gr grtt ri wrffai 

gffatfg gn -a^sr grr^ fg fagT fagr agg^ggr t afa riri 

gtftg fa ^ggftg fag fa afa< fagr grrif ri gfrt gftfarg ’rtt 
fargr fa ggrgr 1 aftfafagr fagrg fagrif ri gF i far fag 

9g fa amfar ^gr ?fat ri gffafar gn ritfag mA-i ri fagr 

fafan t w gnri ^ fa fag ggr afagggr: fa fagg fagT fafan 

fara^f fair wH ri gffarfa fa ggng gn fagr afa ^ggft 
gfa <farwi ’jfagg fa^fa?t, arfg^z g»rH^<, #gm 
^g7 gifnvH/ aftt fagr cfar grfg^gr: gftfafar gftfafarti g? 
Htfd^ fa arrtfag fa far-i^fg gr fa ritfag fa^ 


I. 2003 (97)fa?n^T3!TUllO, 
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m fawr ■% ^ mifrft twi qm nt?f ifrtie^ |s ffiro % 
3## ml ifo&g to 3 to$ <m41 3 

2-6-2001 to 3iftwfe -*Fm ^src to T*m#Tk**r 
4hkw mfr fam tot sfk <wmi ^hkih ?rt r^it mr^ 
r famfai to mift farm to t\ to tor w $ far wf ^ 
3 froffat Ttfafr 3 fam * i *» ? # to^R mt 

|H^1m| 4> % $fa< % TOR 4lfe*t ^R fM4TO famTOT^ it 

Twftra ^ftro % a^k «rt ^ tor % 3TfV- 

mM ml ufa ^ Rft i to tor ttoj $ far ^ir m mfc fam 

TOT 4)feU faqfffa ctffa* Tf TOT 9^% kf 

fw To 3 ^ rfat 3 ffaftTO fltfHqfiewT mf wm afrt 

# an^T frit *r§ri q4 i fr autoa dm vmT qftefrn t 
pjf^tW* Rid tii<i 9^ fr 3Rpfa olli ^ *rtfRi fam 

^ht 3nm?tim ^rn nlliio *nfT fam timi tot; fa*rr 
^tfro dm trtT d nffacfa iff farm m tojttti uffrwft fr 
fagB cHfa'UN* tot xpefa faw RdRtfr #fad 
i, tot 9H aMfam fam* 

r§*t xrmrm d TO^md farm m to^Ti TOfr ffrrffa mdf fr 

faSFT 3ffa*TTTO7 SRT TOJ3 2003 (97) 3TTT 

mo afr: 974 sn$ df 1275 Rg« to>to d TOft-mfa 
TO*£ffaT t TO: RRT Rjtff mi sn^T 3T^ dtfar mrfaTOT 
ffa dhq ^l 

3 nfrfT 

4>dd: ll^d fa^l 4 mi TOT f^TlWR ^ fam'TOT ^ far 

TOTeT ^jfaro $m 3Tfa» ffipqr, TfaReT «#RT, 
TO3* 5RT ^HUIH ^farR ^T TOflTO mf 1995 ^ ^ ’Pft 
arfaffro ^crr <jHfe4T mgcft mT arfam ar^fro x^f 
ti TOfTmTO?! an^ ^ TOf ^f T rffmfa ffa % mror tot 

913 ; afisilPim faqis arfafaro % arofa mrk ^ *f fa^ffer 
rkt^- ^ wft farm ^BT aroTOm m, ^ an^r ^ ^ 
mkt mff farm tot! TO:TO?r ^ff%3Tfammf arm^farm 

■TOT ■&! 

imm, TOm«ftm 

^ fa^^f, 10 arfo, 2006 

TO to. i74i.-attrorfaTO arfafaro, 1947 (1947 
to 14) mt tot 17 % arjjSRm ^f, «<<t*iR x^an$*ft 

arrm m m ttottom ant ^ro* mTOTO m 
-$N, a^fa^f fafa«e aJi€ilPicb fam* ^ allfilPim 3Tfaro°i/«m 
TOTOPT, (TOITOF) % W (TO^f TT^m 6/2003) 
mf ymirvici TO<ft i, ^ xtttot mf 10 - 4-2006 mf xtot 

ian «m 

[ft T^T-17012/9/2003-ar^ aiR (^f I)] 

arro ^ro, ^?m arfaroft 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1741.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 


Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 
No. 6/2003 of the Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, Udaipur 
(Rajasthan) now as shown inthe Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to tbe 
management of L1C of India and their workmen,which was 
received by the Central Government on 10-4-2006 

(No. L-17012/9/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

«FJTOf 

a faptfk m Wok m fairowr ^ «w tototo, 

(Tim.) xjhmffa atfaFroff —tot anrarH, arn.^n.^.i^i: 

RTOtm Tf. 6/2003 «W TO 

# T1#S ^TO fam TOTOWWJft TRT^r 5RI 3&TOTO& 
TBR^4 TOtfrny mfakfaft farerr tortto 

fat>«6 

*ift*ar TOTOnimTO, 

to#*t ^ftro xjfar faro, TOmj* 

mftw:— 

.n>. ..a ^ _i n ft - 

3IWT TO 3wt Ti : «T WT TOuTOT, 

far#^t 3?R^ : 34 ft Stallage 

xfarpr 

famm 18-03-2006 

TOTT TRTOC % TO ^TOPt < T^T. 

17012/9/2003-30^ aiR (flft.l) 23 2003 

*5rcrfa*=T a^fa^mT^TOm^^aTfa-faiifa^^ 
^ :- 

"Whether the action of the management of Life 
Insurance Corporation of India, Udnipur in 
terminating the service of Shri Rajendra Kumar 
Sandhya is justified? If not to what relief the disputant 
is entitled?” 

■3TO TOTTO TO #T HF<T R 'TOTOR 5TTT 

famm 17 -O 6-03 mf faxrfro to to^wi 06/03 ^ 

■f^m tor titHTOipr mf’jtfer mkl fa»^ r 9i*ff 

aak ^ ^ 1ro4 ml 3ik 3 tow ^tt faro toti 

w% ml ^ 3Rg?r ^ % ^«t TWfa ^ to tor f 

far :— 

far^f f afti ymT grrifa «fam 
^1 ?KT % aspffa "tif. Ufa ’fa 

^pie 9 to, ^TTf4far^faefa?ffa, ^faror, ^k^<, totoo, 


1215 GI/06—13 
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snfroT*iHf w to* totfJ t^ror tort t 
tofi 1 m faro} to* f} TO* Fn 
TO^TO rf roff to* M<wi ft 

j*t«*? to} firgp p i to^to %foror <^^ir ftnwft ^ 
sntolWF 17-2-1997 TO} *ITOTO»K TOMT 3 WFT 3250/- 
tot*} TTif^r 3 to} *ft 3fa to *} R*ff fa***} to} arqpft 
TO fl t TOTO ^TOT* TOR TO}| 3H«ff TO} fmjfTO Md+ 

TOTFlfcF* ^ 3Wff2*TOf % TOFT 3TF*fTO?T TOST TO*l)fdd 1WR, 
zro** **[$* 3*rf* to^ wtor.^} «fti trow} to^ 3 **} tot^ 
itol tw? -=TFf t TT«TT 3*FT? TO} ^TOT3*f ^ ***** 3 aflsiff'W 
M<H (F*T^ 3TT}?T) 3*faf}TO, 1946 ^ 3RPfa T&fm 
f**T=ff ^ 3RFfa *«**$ 3TT}7T TOTT*} $ TOTOffa 13TOt^3RFfa 
TOTO aSTf^fwr ^ TOTTOTORf ^ 3*g*R TO}$ fTOjjlfVT W'HlRd w¥ 

to} Tf^t ■****£ 3 *t}w3tot (h*hT *} 3*5*r #*■**!? to} ^t *} 

WTOT^3TT*ff TO} T8*F*t TOTT iTOTT TORT 8*T 3^*pjof **??} TO%TO 

3?h tot* to* fror tort «*r frororo} toft tot*} $rt to} to£ 3 }* 
3 *F*f TO} TO* rim ^} ^ WR wItow} WT^ TO* Ft TOt 
WTIFMITOFF 16-6-1997 TO} ^TOT 3 ^TOT TO* fTOT TOT, 
TOfTOT ST«ff TO} ft*ft M'tiK TO* «hK u t ifO TOTOT TOT TOTOT 
^tntfVi ^ [}m 3} *} 3F}*- «hi4<n Wl4T 0 }TOTOR fcnPH^I TO} 

TO 25 ^ TO f*TO 77 ^ TOTOFfa T^ft UTOftfa TO^f TO} TO^I 

to! srfroro* ^ wro. Mfa<i wfar to^tor, wftroi 
wrara anfc to} IroroMt to TOf f^r*w ^ to^ to 3n«ff % 
WTO. rn^ i r^d toIto w? froro ima $i nnff } 1 wff 

17-2-1997^ 16-6-1997 TO^#TW4#I5R^ 
TO cffh 3TF*f TO TO} }^TOT 3T*fq 'F 3n4f ^ ^ 
^TfrTJpf TTf* UTO ^ 1 f 5 ^* 11 ^ l*T«ff^ 

3 =T: Pu-tK, ^O^dl, c*mf *fer ^4 Ph^«w tofu *t^i 

^ 3m *TO ^f W 3fpRT tor 11*r TO? ^ 
i^T*t^ **JTT^ 17-2-1997^ 

16-6-1997 rT^ 120 M ^ 3**TT^ cfk W TOf 

tTOT 8*11 PH^Pdd W ^ W? ^ TOT 16-6-1997 
*^^**ft ^TO'?^:*TOTFt 7 Tf 4tl 3*d: TO? 

*«* fmfr3FF ?*fwr * tl 3*F*f fd'^PW 3R**T^ 

*FFT*> ^ W W PimIUh 3*c*fV Rrl4 ^ Mt *t 
*tfw tot ^ 1^ f*%5R M ^r 8*n w Imjfar 

f^FT^SFT TOTfTO ^ TO TO TO ^ ^ t TF*T W Pl^fdd 

TO^T "3TOF TOTTTO ^ A 1992 (5) 179 ^ 

3TO ?fTO*T «RT* WFlftT? ^ TOT *1^ cTTf* ^ cTO 

TO^ 7 !^ TOft 7 *'#* ? T <*h*T fTO (3R*n£ «h4-qiR<4 *df) 

3*^?T, 1993 ^ TOT ^T»t ^ «ftl fHfJPdd W 4 3F**l^ TOTO 

W 3*fro tTO tot «n, fagfro ^ 3Fifv fgro 17 - 2-1997 

* 16-6-97 TO - ^cT 120 fMt "$ Id4 «FFf iie u i ^ "nf Mtl 
Wft ^ 3114.15 ^ irfTOTS ^T ^TT ^ TO 

Itot **18*ri to^t ^cR ^ arfro - sro rt** ^ «t>l^ 

to°t *ft wf 8 *ti to! cpt PngHw to** t frrolf ^ron 


fror TOT 8*TI wffi opt fagpw TO TOTT 3*g^T 1993 ^ cTO^ 
^ «*! 3FT: 3*T*ff ^ #T TO ^ WTO^'WTf TO iTOT 

*HT *T **Jj4 'Hall *ff?TT 4cl*l 1*F*T *TT im 

wf 8*n Pigtdd to to vfz 8*r inglro to ^ 

3*T8ff ■*?[ H'jji ^ I^H^t % ofiT^icrl^ 

^ ^1 3*T«fF ^ 22-1-1997 iTO TO ^TT ft? 3 

TO**if to ^ 3*tto to Iro^fr ^ TOnf to ^ 3*tot w^t -4* 
toT tort i 3*i**f TOt TO«nf froPro tot Iron to^i TO?ff 

"% fqH^ln ®hi^ TOT^ “Ft 3*T8*f TOt l^fTTcT: Sff^FFF MIK1 
TOt’ t\ 3*18*1 ^TO>^ TO^TOT ^4 250 iTO TOl 

TOltcF* *T^t 8*[[ «b«H ^*6 ■3*f?FcT 1*FTT f4> 
TOgd 3JTO°T ^ fTOW 26-2-2001 TOt TOgtWcT TOTOI % 

fa&T TOt 3TT*ff ^ TOT TOFfa* TOTTOFT -3^*5* TOl fe 

MtlfH TO 2514/02 ^ ^g^Tt $ ?J$ iTOTO^f ftTOF 25-2-2003 
to! -g*: ^ tq^ro ^ TO^fro totofr % tot ^tot tott 
^4>l*41 Pf^II j hiI TOlf % 240 fTO "*>t Pu*tu ^qn< 
Iro^t % TOT TO^f ^(t 3*cT: TOFBT TOTTOTT TO^* ^*T -gfTO 
3 "TO^T 3TRTT "f 1 TO 3ift, fro. 3*fro. ^ 3ITTOTOH <dl 4 ^ TfeT clfl 
^ 1 ftroftT o!^ 44 3TO8*Tf TOTORT H ^ ^f*dTO^f 

^ Tji TOff % tro^tro tor to} to 3*T8*f ■gpfcT: trorofro ti 

"^TOIr 4 TOff to} TOfaT TO TOTO *§r^ ^ ^TTftTO fTO^ TOT} TOT! 
Pi4vi Itor 

TOff ■} TO*} TOTOTO % TOTO8$* TTOTO TO* 7TW* TO "}*T 
iTOTT TO tTOTOTt TOfT TOF ^ TOt^TO ijTOST, WTTTOfTOTOT TOfTOTOTRt, 

TOcftro ■sfrroro to^tt froro to* ?t*to to % %m toNT } 

TOT ^ P*K6 TO>t TO TOTOfTO TOTOTr^TO TO} TOf^fd TOTOFTTI 

TTO TO^TTOTOf TO} WTO Tfft TO^I TOTTOTOt TO* TOTO#TO 

Itotttoti • 

TOTO W }*sRT t tror TOTOT 3*T8*f TOfFTOT TO} fipnft ?RT 
^TOT ^ g«TTOT Iron TORT ‘ZfTO TO i? 

3*18*f } TOTTO TOTOTO W^cT WT TO 3 W 3*f*TOT8R 

t^PTOT t fror trow} % toft* totFto Mtot (wror) ^ tow 

1TOFF 17-2-1997 to} 3214/-TOTO} TOTfTOTOT ^ fd^Htd $$ 8*tl 
■5} TOT^TO 3*wt-l tl ^ iro^t ?RT Itor? 16-6-1997 ^ 
WTO^TOT^-gTOT TOTO iTOT TOT TOTO% ift TOTOT^ MfTOTO 
o^f«w TOTFfrof "Ftot "F fzi} ^ wror^iTOTOT^ TO?t-2 wgcT 
tTOTTOT fTOTO^ 14^8} } TO?t-3 "zror* WTO ItoFTT iTOTOTOiT ITfgrcF 
TO?t-4 ^r} }ro 1TOTTI fro*# ‘SHT TOTO^TT TOTdf F' TO^FtFt TOFf 
^}^TO>RTOTOVt-5 3TOTORT 3*fd^TO 21 -12-2000 TO}^?(F* 
m tTOTOR to} "}fTO fTOFTTI ^TTOT TOFlfFT ^ iTO TO TOFtoTOR ^1 

■}*t ^tot* 3 }. fro. totfjto % fror^ tofrt to} to£ ti to} ^ 
3T*} mW‘ ^ 3FTO TOSTOf to} TOt fTO ?R8* TO F' TOtWFTT 11 

trowt yldfrofro ^rt to} to£ frow ^ inrof} tof totor Itot 
trorTO^-i Pigfoa to ^ ^ F’ fror toti tof tofi t tror 

•}*t Prg f TOd TO^ fdgPdd 3*^ m\M<b #ft TOt 



ftl TOflJR-l TO ftt FiRT IWSF TOT «TTI IftR FT T? ft ft ftt 
*mm ft] ft} 17-2-1997 ft 16-6-1997 RW 3TFft ftroit 
fftrftt RTOW ftt ft I RF Rft $ 1ft ft} Iftlft TOHft240lftT 

^6W *iisT n?i*4] I ^15 ft fft A} fftF} f^*i fft«ii F?f} 

tftT TOT #W ft} HOT TOT fjTOT ftl 

TOft otft ft faroft to# fttft?T ij^sT } sM rm 

TOfaroTO Iftro ft fft inftf tt#s f£tot ftt m*n$ 
rftrto ft TOFft 1ft m 17 - 2-1997 ft 16 - 6-1997 fto 
120 Iftrt* # Iftft srto i ftr ft fagror Iftro tot toi I ftflfti 
to 3 ft Ff fw? % ^nfror Iftrrro 16 - 6-1997 ftt Fiftf ftt 
ftroqTro:ft wRftF$ftiFiftftt dtfiw qm ftfaftft 

WTO Iftfl TOT TO) TOTft^ fttFFTftm fft'IH (3RTO$ ipftTOlft 

ftt *Rff) 1993 ft ft1}gftRTTOfttF$ «ffl 

wfi ftt ftr tosp$ Iftjfftr to ft ftfrorr ft fttuftroF 3114.15 
ftft FftrroF ftr fti Fmf % fftjfftT to ft ff tw fttftF to 
fro fftjfftT to ft ft R$ Ftf ft|T Ft ft aMt TO fwfa Iroft 
4»ufcn ft ftft 3TT«ff ■% tftTTTO 22-1-1997 ftt f^TOf TOrfftTlft 
FFftTOHftfroftaRTOfFFftSWftTOFftTOftTOfrRTFT 
FT*ff ft ftfwt n ft ft fti 3 rto$ rf if toT tot Itroift toff 
TOfT ^-3 fttRM2 FTOOT#FftlFTftRFFftTOftTO ,l|? 

FimUi ftt ft} % FFF ft TOT dflft ft*!^ 3rftFTOFftTTTOW 
Fft ftt F$l *TTOF ft 3RF F*ftf ftt W? TO 4 ftl 

ft« ff■ yftfafV 5RT IftTF ft totf fttftro ^rsi ft 

ff totf I^ft ft 1ft ff 4>4TOiftftt 3 ttto^ ftr toc totf ft 
rnmri Ffttf trt-1 *4*>k ft fir fror tot foKftw fti 

FF?f-7TOTO # FTI^ ?RT ^r ^ $ ftrcm 
7M TO 3 ^ 'PFTPf^T V*K*fH t TO TOW ^ F*^ 

3TT«ff FZrar % TOPlft FT ^ 37T^rif % W WT 

FfN> UT*ff 3R*^ TO 120 faT^> 

ftl^ ^»t *if «ft FTf^ ^T TO 3TTWf VOlt 3TT^T m*l 
Ftttl 

FT TOOT ^f # m*ff TO ffgPw 3TT^T ^ TO^T 3IT«ff 
SRT TO TOlft'fF TOTOT TOT't TO TO?f-1 t'l FT fFjfTO 

TO TO VFZ 3Tte t % - 

‘ 4 TOTO7t FTOt TOTOT TO^FT TTTOOT W TO*f 
3TOR TO ^ ^ ^ 3R*TTf TO ^f?Wf 3OT^ 
TOITOT TO TO/^ % TOh^TO^ TOW TO ^TO 

TOfr ^ toft ftro ft it amt tott 3ott# 
to to 3114.15 ^ 

TOTOftfalfW 17-2-1997 ^ 16-6-1997 W 120 W 

%%^3TO^TO^'OT^'^'TOftt I " 

3?TTO>t TOW 3R*»^ Pi^fon VrK) 4 "^TO ■#*?! 'PfTOT 
(3R«TT<TOMt I^^T) ^TOOTf^l^lW 1993 
^TOFFWtl** 


TO 44 3H«Uj(TOW% w TOTOTO^^3Wf%r^TOFT 17-2-1997 
■$ 16-6-1997 TOP 120 W ^ 1^ ^ t TOTT TO 

^fTO toiN^ wftTO (arro^TOt^iRt l^ngfro) ^ 

TTOTWf 

tow# to ^ TO?ffa ^tro ^tRr "Ptir (sRan^TONr^ 

ftgfro) % trofFf» 1993 ^ ~^t to t TOr^f 

TOff ^ 'qftftr TOlf^ ^ t TOrt' frof?T 1 (^) (TTT) 

^ FnC l*i^?i ^ f*f> ' 3 l'llfl *h(^J ^>1 3Tf^J4iffll RriA 
3R*Tlf TOTTOPf f^fTO TO*f 3TT*TR TO 3R*7T^ TOTTOP % 
TO TO fTOTO 17-2-1997 $ 16-6-1997 TO» % ^ T$ 

i r ^ ^Tgfro to * faroft ^ rtto 3 wz t w to ft#* 
TO -OT UT«ff ■} TOTO ^R TOftffr '*?m i, FlflM 
maff ^tf^rgfTO^ 16-6-1997 TOT «ft 

ftroft f^PT TOMft ^ TOTTO r fV Tjft -graft ^ft 

TORT: rft TOTRT Ft “nf I TO TOBR fajTOft SRT 3n*ff apt ^TT 

^top TOtf ftrro tot Ffror OTfft TOft arofv % f^fro 

TO ft T^t i, fH TO TOWft ftaiT^ TOW: TOTTW Ft 
^1 9T*ff TO TO TOW ftt Rift TOft ftN TOt ^ f^T FTOft 
iTOpRT TO ^ ftTO5 3TTOTlftt FiftTO t^TftRP % TO TO 

Ffft^ it TOfftF Pr^nwTO ft rft TOft arrornft tottot % 
ft ftr^r a(t ^ fti to tRftf Fft sfe iftroft frt 3ngrr totf 
^TOWTOft^tlTOTOTRlilTOft«RTTOftTOt 16-6-1997 

^ ftro i«rw l^rr tot Froft TOft awfft ijft ^tft 

ft TOftt ft*TW TTO: TOFW Ft I 

TOftr 3WTWT ftt TOF % rn ftWTOT FRT ftt 
TORT TO TOWTO ftt arfftftrftir #5 #RT 1%TO TOTTOft TOff 
Wt iTOT "ftlfft ftt ftwft FW* fiFWTOTTO F^F ft TOT 

TOff ft TO TOftT ft ftfttTO TOlft TO TOlft TOt TO^ TORT 
fftro fti TO^rft TOftf ftt ftro tftro tot ft/ro tots 

Ftf Ftrofti 

TOT: TORT RRTOR ft TO ftFJTTO FRT ftfftT 3RRT ftt 
FWfRT TOft "p; ftTOS TO TOiK TOfftT ftTOT TOW ft fft-ftftro 

ft Rftro ^*tr rtoto ftt teft tor 6 f ftro ftro fftm 
FTO^ftlOTTOftFWftWTO^^^TOTOff ftN> TOftl 
TOlft 3Tft^ Wft 16-6-1997 ftt RTOTO Ftft ft TOft ftt ftro^ 
FW: ft RTOTO ft ft Ff RTTO TOW FRWR ft TO TOTTOT FRT 

ft ot #w fftro tot ft -roft TOft ftt fft* Wr ftt ftro ft 
TOT W FFftW Fft ft IftRft TOT ft 1TOZ ft ftF TOftf 
ftt ftro ft tftro TOT ftl 3W: 3R*ff ft#* 

RTO*F ftt^ RIFF ft ftfft 3TTTO TOtft TOT sftwft Fft ft I 

ftWF TOTOTO«f TORT TRTOR ft TO ftWTO? ftt ftw 

TOft I 

TOT 3TTOTH, 4itV4>ft 


[TORII—ftTPF 3(ii)] _TORT^TTTTOTF : 6, 2 006/ftftTTO 16> 1928 _ 3859 

TO fojm TO ft’^RF Rft TOOT# 3ffTOF ft tft Rift ftt 
Piglfti RWft 3TOR (T3[5 ftw ftfftR) TOC ^J*f TO ft 3R*l| ft 
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10 3^, 2006 

cpT. 3TT. 1742.-3^014> faRFT StfafiRW, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ «TRT 17 ^ 3^*|<U| *K4>K 

JJIHH ^ WRf5T ^ TRR5 M*I4»Y 3frt "3^ *>4 <*>kY 

4‘ 3fcj)P l 4» fWI 4‘ ^£#4 3R«FR 
af | silp | 4> srfsfefiTJT/sqtT-^TRTRR, ei«Fra» ^ w 
3^^.100/2001) ^ y+rfVRT ^Rcft t, ■# 

10-04-2006 W<I I3TT «IT I 

[4 t^-12012/276/2000-31^ 3TR (41-1)] 

3lfV3iRl 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1742.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (ID-100/2001) of 
the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Lucknow now as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Kshetriya Kisan Gramin Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 10-04-2006 

[No. L-12012/276/2000-IR (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, LUCKNOW 

PRESENT: 

SHRIKANT SHUKLA, PRESIDING OFFICER 
I.D. No. 100/2001 

Ref. No. L-12012/276/2000-IR(B-I)Dt. 20-6-2001 
BETWEEN: 

Sri Kamlesh Kumar Mishra 
S/o Munshi Lai R/o H.No. 948 
Mohalla Dariba, Agroa Road, 

Mainpuri (U.P.) 

AND 

Chairman 

Kshetriya Kisan Gramin Bank 
Collectorate Road, 

Mainpuri (U.P.) 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi referred the following dispute vide order No. L-12012/ 
276/2000-IR (B-I) dated 20-6-2001 for adjudication to 
Presiding Officer, CGIT-cum-Labour Court, Lucknow; 

aHfa P*»«R ttteW 4^ 5RT 

C^4«KR ^RR fRSIT ^ fiRRE 16-9-1983 4 

4^T "4 ^vRT ^RTtfacT %\ Rfe rft 

fob'H 3^fll c l ^>T 1??” 


Worker Kamlesh Kumar Mishra’s case m brief is that 
he was appointed as Assistant Cashier vide order dt. 
12-9-81 by the chairman of the Bank on Rs. 10 per day in 
Kshetriya Kisan Gramin Bank, Kushiayari Branch Mainpuri 
(which shall hereinafter called the bank). The workman 
started working on 14-9-81. After 2 months of working the 
worker was appointed on the adhoc basis at the 
consolidated wages of Rs. 428 p.m. By the order of Chairman 
of the Bankdt. 15-6-83, worker was transferred to Ounchha 
Branch Distt. Mainpuri, where he resumed charge on 
21-6-83 and continued work till 15-9-83. Thus the worker 
continued work from 19-9-81 to 15-9-83 and he worked for 
more, than 240 days in every year. Bank stopped taking 
work from 16-5-83 without any Order, while many junior 
employees continued work. Worker was not given any 
notice, notice pay or compensation, thus the bank violated 
the provision of Section 25F of I.D. Act. Worker made 
representations on 28-3-84,25-8-84,1-2-85,17-8-85,23-7- 
86,10-2-87,28-8-88,27-1-88,25-7-88,20-1-89,23-10-90, but 
the bank did not consider them. Worker and 10 others 
represented and sent letter dt. 4-7-91 to the Secretary, 
Ministry of Labour, Govt, of India for referring the dispute 
for adjudiaction. Worker’s and 3 other’s name was not 
forwarded for adjudication while the name of remaining 8 
was referred for adjudication. Worker thereafter on 31-8-99 
requested for initiating and referring the dispute for 
adjudication. Ultimately the order for reference was passed 
on 29/30-6-2000. The worker and 10 others represented 
Government of India for adjudication them the dispute was 
referred and was disposed in favour of the worker and 4 of 
them joined the service, beside those who were juniors to 
the worker was also engaged. Worker has therefore 
requested that the order dt. 16-9-83 declared illegal and 
unjustified and worker be reinstated with back wages. 


Worker has filed photo copies of the following 
documents; 


1 . 


2 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 


Appointment order dt. 12-9-81 showing 
appointment for two months in stop gap 
arrangement till vacancies are filled by regular 
employee with the clear stipulation that during 
the period the worker could be removed without 
showing any reason. Annexure 2. 

Reference order dt. 20-6-01 Ann. A 
Transfer order dt. 16-6-83 Ann. 3 
Relieving order dt. 20-6-83. 

Representation Dated 28-3-84 Ann. 4 
” ” 25-8-84 Ann. 5 

” ” 1-2-85 Ann.6 

” ” 17-8-85 Ann. 7 

” ” 23-7-86 Ann. 8 

” ” 10-2-87 Ann. 9 

” ” 27-1-88 Ann. 10 
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12. 

Representation dated 

25-7-89 Ann. 11 

13. 

99 

99 

28-8-88 Ana 12 

14. 

99 

99 

20-1-89 Ann. 13 

15. 

99 

99 

23-10-90 Ann. 14 


16. Latter dated 4-7-91 addresed to the Secretary, 
Government of India, Ann. IS 

17. Asstt. Labour Commissioner (C) Kanpur dated 
30-6-2000Ann. 16 

18. Letter notifiying award dated 10-5-96 Ann. 17 
with the Photo Copy of Award dated 16-4-96 

Annexure 4 to 14 annexed with the statement of claim 
has not been admitted by the opposite party. 

Opposite party has filed written statement denying 
the claim, appointment of the wroker is admitted Worker’s 
working in Ounchha branch of the bank w.e.f. 21-6-83 to 

15- 5-88 is also admitted. It is alleged that the worker did 
not hold the regular and permanent post. Besides it is also 
alleged that he has not completed 240 days work in any 
calendar year. It is admitted that he was disengaged on 

16- 9-83. It is also alleged that the claim is highly belated 
and is not legally maintainable. Present case is not covered 
by sections 25B, 25F, 25 G, & 25H of I.D. Act. The 
management of the bank has disengaged the services of 
the workman as per the terms of the appointment letter 
dated 12-9-1981. It is denied that any junior have been 
retained in service. It also submitted that the bank 
management had never received any letter/ 
representations from the worker as alleged by the worker. 
Worker has raised dispute before Asstt. Labour 
Commissioner(C) Kanpur after a long period. It is stated 
that the claim statement of the worker are based on 
imaginary, after thought concocted & without valid 
grounds. 

The bank has filed following photo copies of 
documents;— 

1. Appointment letter dated 12-9-81. 

2. Office Order No. 2608 dated 15-6-82 issued by the 
Chairman of the bank. 

3. Letter dated 20-6-83 of Branch Kushari issued to 
the worker. 

4. Termination letter 16-9-83 issued by the branch 
manager to the worker. 

worker has examine himself and bank management 
has examined Sri M.P. Pathak. 

Parties have filed written arguments. Also heard oral 
arguments & persued the statement of claim and written 
statement etc. evidence of the parties. 

According to annexure 2 filed by the worker himself 
it is proved that the worker has not been appointed in the 
regular vacancy instead he was appointed vide order dated 
12-9-1981 on the daily wage basis @ Rs. 10 Per day. It is. 
further stated that it is a stop gap arrangement till the 
vacancy are filled by regular appointment. It also makes 


clear that during this period he could be removed without 
assigning any reason. From annexure 3 the transfer letter 
it is evident that the worker Kamlesh Kumar Mishra was 
transferred to Ounchha branch. This order is dated 
15-6-83 Worker has stated in para 9 of the claim statement 
that he worked till 15-9-83. The worker has stated in para 
10 of the statement of claim that all of sudden he was 
terminated vide order dated 16-9-83. 

Worker Kamlesh Kumar Mishra espoused his dispute 
on 31-8-99 i.e. to say after about 16 years of his termination. 
It is further notewerthy that the CGIT-cum-Labour Court, 
Kanpur in I.D. Case No. 243/89,244/89,251/99,26/90,5/91, 
66/92,-67/92 between N.S. Yadav and Chairman, Kshetriya 
Gramin Bank passed the award on 16-4-1996 which was 
notified on 10-5-1996. After the publication of the award 
worker espoused his claim after about .3 years. 

Worker has tried to explain the delay that he has 
been representing to the Chairman of the bank continously 
write from 28-3-84 to 23-3-90. The worker has also filed the 
photo copy of the representation they annexure 4 to 14 of 
the statement of claim. The Management has denied all 
these documents and has stated that no representation 
has been received by the bank the worker has not proved 
that the said representations were sent by him through 
registered post. It appears these representations have been 
manufactured for the purpose of the case, and these 
representations cannot be believed. 

Para 13 of the statement of claim the worker has 
written that the worker along with 10 others send the 
application through authorised representative (President) 
on 4-7-98 Govt of India, Ministry of Labour for making 
reference for adjudications the said application is stated 
to be at SI. No. 15. It is not mentioned in the statement of 
claim that the worker did espoused the dispute before Asstt 
Labour Commissioner (C) Kanpur in the year 1991. 
Annexure 15 has also not been admitted by the opposite 
Party. Annexure 15 is not authentic document. In the 
Circumstances I am of the considered opinion that the 
claim of the worker is very much belated and suffer of 
delay and laches. 

Bank Management has filed written statement 
running of 81 pages wherein it is stated that the statment 
of claim is highly misconceived and misleading. It is 
further submitted that Kamlesh Kumar Mishra initially make 
vague and false allegations and tried his best to conceal 
the correct fact from coming to the knowledge of the court. 
No reliance can be placed on contention of the Kamlesh 
Kumar Mishra by any stretch of inagination and he has 
laboured very hard to conceal the correct fact from coming 
to the knowledge of this court Worker’s statement was 
taken firstly on 3-7-2003 which is as under:— 

frTOT S9 40 ^ ^ T 7cTT 

948 hWcii , 3TFTCT I 

f^TT- 
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(1) TTT^T 3 14-9-81 3 14-11-81- TRT 

3 i ^ 33 

033 ®FT r*H^rii I 4d-i Mel A 3> fncici) 

l 3 Helil ^JT 3rH 300 T>. FhciI far "^FT 600 
694 FHdl 1 

(2) “3RT 'iel fowl 21-6-83 3 15-9-83 

^34Rrrcf4pqtf3T^Tf3 14-n-si 3 ^tr; 
428 tt. aftime it 15-11-81 31 fH'#w ^ 1 

15-11-81 Ft 428 F. yfdHie T fH^fad ff, 
13TT9RT «3i? Pt^fad 1t T5T 3^ 9lM 'Iel t 1 

(3) 15-11-81 3 20-6-83 cRT ^ 3<R ^ farTT 
428 yfciMie 3 fe^tR 3 I 

Worker was examined on 4-10-2004, Worker has 
answered to the question of the opposite party as 
under: 

“3^334^13 I 3^T^t3FFH 

f33 Ft Pi^«ki T[3TT extention FFt 1[3TT I” 

He has also replied in cross examination: 

“ ^TTfa 9-10 ^R3-3W^^ Adhoc 3 
3 3ft Tiffed ^ Mt W1W\ 30 *33 3 Adhoc TFT, 
Adhoc3Ft3enTR^33^l3PRRTFTt^T‘W I ” 

From the above replies it is proved that the worker 
was appointed for three months during each time and lastly 
he was appointed for 3 months in Onchha, branch and 
further period for his employment was not extended. 

The above is material concealment of fact. 

Retrenchment has been defined under Section 2 ( 00 ) 
which is reproduced as under; 

“retrenchment” means the termination by the 
employees of the Service of a workman for any reason 
whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment inflicted by 
way of disciplinary action but does not include— 

(a) Voluntary retirement of the workman; or 

(b) retirement of the workman on reaching the age 
of superannuation if the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned contains a stipulation in 
that behalf; or 

(bb) terminattion of the service of the workman as a 
result of the non-renewal of the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned on its expiry or of such 
contract being terminated under a stipulation 
in that behalf contained therein; or 

(c) termination of the service of workman on the 
ground of continued ill health. 

Therefore, if the worker has been disengaged or 
if his services has been extended after the expiry of 3 
months, then it will not be retrenchment in the eye of 
law. 


It is noteworthy that Rural Bank are framed under 
the Regional Rural Bank Act, 1976 accordingly Kesnitriyan 
Kisan Gramin Bank Manpuri has also been incorporated 
under this act and it works and functions are Governed of 
guidelines of Government of India (Ministry of Finance) 
NABARD and other institutions. It is submitted by the 
Opposite party that worker is merely trying to get back 
door entry by way of litigation in violation of the Government 
rules. He was not regularly appointed employee of the 
bank. It is noteworthy that appointment on the post of 
clerk on regular basis is made through selection board 
after interviewed on the basis of suitability and eligibility 
and other qualifying criteria. Sri M.P. Pathak Branch 
Manager of the bank has proved that for the regular 
appointment the advertisement is essential for the 
vacancies, after the advertisement the applications are 
invited from the candidates. Applications are scrutinised 
thereafter a competitive examinations are held and those 
successfully in the competitive examination are interviewed 
and then appointment is made on probation. However the 
adhoc recruitment can be made in the stop gap 
arrangement. 

The present case is not regular appointment. 

In the case where the worker was engaged from time 
to time not exceeding 5 or 6 months each occasion on 
daily wages for casual work in the bank relating to Audit 
and Accounts. If Workers were aggrieved their 
engagement did not continue and succeeded before the 
Labour Court in their claim. The Labour Court directed 
their reinstatement with the continuity of service but 
without back wages. Hence the bank filed a petition before 
the High Court,'Kerala. Hon’ble High Court Kerala allowed 
it and setting aside of impugned award. High Court in 
between President, Peroorkada Services of Co-operative 
Bank, Trivendrum and S. Sheena and other held that the 
workers did not under go selection process therefore 
there was no retrenchment within the meaning of I.D. Act, 
1947 Hon’ble High Court further referred in this connection 
that 2 sections 2 ( 00 ) (bb) of the I.D. Act, 1947 and held 
that in the said case there was no regular appointment and 
the appointment was only on day to day. In such case it 
can not be said any retrenchment attracting the jurisdiction 
of the Labour Court The law is cited in 2002 III IXJ page 
459 President Peroorkada Services of Co-operative Bank, 
Trivendrum and S. Sheena and others. There exists another 
case law 2000 LAB-IC 3745 (Karnataka High Court) between 
Navodaya Vidyalaya Vs. R.Hemavathy in which Hon’ble 
High Court has held that “Clerk appointed on temporary 
basis under fixed term of Contract of Service— her 
discontinuation from service cannot be treated as 
retrenchment even though she had worked for continuous 
service of 240 days.” 

Yet another case law is applicable to the case 2000 
LAB IC 626 Amit Yadav and Other Vs. Delhi Vidut Board 
wherein it has been held that contractual case 
Appointments comes to an end by efflux of time on 
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completion of fixed duration-Appointees have no right to 
remain on post beyond contract period. 

Here in the present case the contract of service of 
the worker came to an end after 3 months in Ounchha 
branch of Manpuri therefore the worker has no right to 
continue. 

2001 LAB IC 2391 (Supreme Court) Harmohinder 
Singh Appellant. Vs. Kharga Canteen Aambala Cantt. 
Hon’ble Supreme Court held retrenchment of workman— 
conditions precedent to Not required to be complied with 
in cases where termination takes place on expiry of 
contract—Reasons being, definition of retrenchment 
excludes contracts of service for fixed term. 

2003 (99)FLR 972 (Allahabad High Court) between 
State of U.P. and Presiding Officer, Labour Court, Agra 
has held that non-renewal of contractual employment, does 
not amount to retrenchment under Section 2(oo) of Act. 
Non-renewal of contractual employment and dispensation 
of engagement at any state without any reason in terras of 
appointment does not amount to retrenchment under 
Section 2 (oo) of I.D. Act, 

1998 Supreme Court cases L & S 235 Escorts Ltd. 
Vs. Presiding Officer & Others. It has been held that 
terras of appointment enabling to employee to terminate 
the services at any stage without assigning reason—In 
such circumstances, termination of services under the said 
terms even though effected before the expiry of specific 
period held did not amount retrenchment. Hence did not 
attract Section 25 F & G of the I.D. Act 

The representative of the worker has filed following 
case laws and has argued that since the worker has 
completed 240 days in preceding calendar year and there is 
no option then to reinstate the worker with all back wages. 

(1) (2002) 2 UPLBEC133 Prathma Bank, Nainital 
Road, Moradabad Vs. Presiding Officer CGIT- 
Cum-Labour Court, Kanpur. 

(2) 2001 (19) LCD 1049 (Lucknow Bench High 
Court Allahabad) 

(3) 2002 (2) 1475 UPLBEC Rajya Krishi Utpadan 
Mandi Parishad U.P. Meerut Vs. Prescribed 
Authority Industrial Dispute Tribunal Vs. U.P. 
Meerut. 

(4) 1998 (16) LCD-785 Allahabad High Court 
Yogesh Srivastava Vs. State of U.P. and 
Another. 

•All the above case laws do not refer to the 
contractual services where the worker has been retrenched 
after effluex of time and hence they are not applicable in 
the present case. On the discussions above and on the 
case law cited earlier I am of the considered opinion that 
the worker has been disengaged after contracted period of 


his engagement, does not amount to retrenchment as per 
Section 2 (oo) (bb) of the I.D. Act, 1947 and in the 
circumstances the provision of Section 25 F & G etc. are 
not applicable. It is noteworthy that the case has been 
espoused after the lapse of 16 years with the material 
concealment of the fact. 

The worker has also filed the copy of judgement of 
the Presiding Officer, CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, Kanpur. 
In the said case this was not a admitted fact of the worker 
that he was disengaged after 3 months the contracted period 
but in the present case this fact is admitted. Worker did not 
disclosed this fact in his statement or claim whereas he has 
admitted it in his cross examination that he was appointed 
9 to 10 time on adhoc basis for 3 months each. He ought to 
have produce all those letters and stated the same in the 
statement of claim. I also come to the conclusion that the 
claim statement is highly misconceived and misleading on 
the discussion above I come to the conclusion that 
disengagement of the worker w.e.f. 16-9-1993 as a result of 
non-renewal of extension of his service is not retrenchment 
as defined under Section 2 (oo) (bb) of the I.D. Act, 1947. 
The issue is therefore decided in favour of the management 
of the bank and against the worker. I also come to the 
conclusion that worker is not entitled to any relief. 

Lucknow 

5-4-2006 SHRIKANT SHUKLA, Presiding Officer 

^ 10 snfcr, 2006 

ftraK arfaPm, 1947 (1947 

14) qmn ^ di y wm ww #. it. 

K We aftalPRT fapsrrc if ^tr afoilfirer 
-zmm, ^ citr- 

03/03) ^ WlfTTcT t, ^ ^ 10-4-2006 

^ §3TT «ITI 

[K T^T-42012/181 /2002-3TT^ 3TR (#-11)] 
3F5R STfoElft 

New Delhi, the 10th April, 2006 

S.O. 1743.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. CITR- 
03/03) of the Central Government Indus. Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Ajmer now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the management of Central Public 
Works Department (Central Electrical) and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 10-4-2006 

[No. L-42012/181/2002-IR (C-H)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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9OT Tfa fafafira? 3?fa (77*1 ) 

iftfad fa fa: fa fa.TTR fl<fl T 3d , 37777^7^7 
MEMR I 7TSHT- # 3 71 ^3 717-03/03 

fatft R. 7^-42012/181 /2002-3Tlf3TTT fa-II ft13 -3-2003 

?ft R7tRR.fa, RTR7fa?t, qffaRT fa fafafa fatf 
• ^flRR, FT3?77 R. 422/13, ftfafa? Ifa ^ RTTT, afar 

...fa 


«H!9 

$ P w< ^ R ffa r faf fe RT ftfe 

TfteT Sc^lfacfTcl 7TR fafasTR PiHJuj RRR, fci^i^T RRT, 4RJ^ 

...srfa 

fafa; *t rr tr. fa, ffa Rftftfa, 3n«ffi 

*t fa T^. RT«JT, ffa TTftftfa, 3Tfal 

ffafa : 28-3-2006 

37*ITt 

faR 7TTRTTT RTTT far ftTRTR fa M t :- 

“ RRTfaflR ffaPR RT (ffajr1) fafa IfajcT RftR^tf, 

faffR far faq fam, ffarmr rrt, fa rttt 

fa tel 37# WW* RR RTHRT fat ft. 21-6-86 
fa Pkckcii Rfa R>fa RR WR RFt ft<4i 

«THT fafaT RR faR ^? Rft Rfa ft RF =t>R fa far 
ffacHT ciiR Ml*t 'M i?? 

ftft*1 ft 3RTTR 3*TRR3T fafa fal fa fa fa 

ft fgRRUT ft* ftfa IfaRT t fa fa Rfaft faTRTR ft ft 
5-5-1981 fat WIKfl (WTTTRT) ftRRRTff ft^faftfa 
21 —6—1986 fa WTRRTRR 'RlcTRT (hw Tfa) ftRR RTRTRTRT 
RRH fa RTT -5pnf fafa< TFT! fa ft ft 21-6-86fa7TFTRRT 
RR ^RTcTRT ft RR RT fa RTTRT R?TT 37T TFT 8R fa Tjfa STRTRRT 
ft. 28-2-91 fat (.fasnft) ft RF RT fafttfal 

• gfcTRft RTT RR W RR WRT fa fafaft RTT ft| 
RRTTT 37RR7RT HgieHfl faRT RHRT 3R^ffacT RTI 3TT«ff ^ ^RRR 
fatR faRT fag ^T-RRRRRR 28-2-1991 fa RI*ff ^ wt 
RHRfafa RRRT ftfal Rl«ff ^ 21-8-1991,19-6-1992, 

16-9-1993, 5-5-1994,17-1-1995,22-12-1995 faRRRR> 
fa RRftT RR 3Rg<T RR 21-6-1986 7^ ^6lRR> RR ’RT^TRT RR 
RR ftRT 'siiRI RR <ri*H«l <RTR ftR R>t RTR fa ffag 
Rfarfa ^R^^Rfat" ftRT I far if ftrafa 1996 $ RTRf fa 
WTRR> RR RICTR* RRT ftRT fafal 21-6-1986 'R^TRRT RR 
■Rftf+ RW*^ ^ faR RR ftRT I d^/lcl RTRf ^ ft. 19-10-1996, 
10-4-1997,18-12-1997,11-3-1998,17-9-1998,21-1-1999 


28-8-1999,3-4-2000,15-3-2001 ttR 16-7-2001 fanifal 
RR TRgR RR ft. 21-6-1986 ^ fRcRRTRTTRR^-gRWR 
ffa "sfa fa RfR fa ftRTRTT faf 'StR Rtfafa ^ fat ftRT I 
■^ftRR ftfaR R>fa R^ ""^faR ^ Rffafa fa ffafa 3-4-2000 
fa RR ^ffa faRT fag R7 Rt Rfa faRR faf faRT RgRTTcT 
fRRTR "33ft R7 TTR^fa RTcrf ftRRT ift R7 RF ftRTR itffa 
faRT l RTRf ft. 21-6-1986 ^ TTFTRRT RR'RlcTR> ^ RR R7 Rift 
RR^ Fft RTT fafaffa RTI 3TR ^ "ffafa 21-6-86 

WTRRT RR' ■RT^TRT ^ RR RT MRRT RTfa ^ faTR^ft RR 
FRRR cfTR Ifafa 'Rft fa RlfafT fa ^1 

RftRfa ^ 3RT 3TfaR faRT t fa RT«ff 3RR 3TRft 
fa R7 R>l4<ci RT 3RT: ^fRRT R7 ffaffa 

, gRRR faRT RTI fRRTR "gRT RR ft. 26-2-1991 FRT 3R*fa 
"^R "R ^ RR R^ farTRR Rfa RR RTR? fa RTRTR ftRT 

RTI^R RR fa fa fasRT 24 R VT$l faRT RRT % fa 

Rft 3^ R$ R^FcTTR fafaR t fa RT ft. 20-3-1981 RR> RR fa 
RITR fa 3ERRT 3RRIR TRR faRT WRRTI RTRf ^ "3RR R^TTR 

T^rfarr rtt mmr ^ rr rr Rrrfarn: vm rrc ffarr fanfa 
fdfad -*£3RT ft. 28-2-1991 faR^rffal RTcTR: Rffafa RT 
RRRtcTR RTO 16-3-1991 fa RTR! fa ocii'wl RTRR RT RRfaR 
TfF^T Rfa ^ 3TTfa fat ffa RffaSTt RTTR 7KRTR RR 
RRRftfR t ftffa ftRRTgRR M<!hRi fl fat tl 3TTJ2 faR> 
fa fafa fa fa Rfafa faf RtRR ^fatl ft 5-5-1981 fa 
21-6-86 fa RTRf fa Rfa Rt tfaffa RR fat fat' faRT 3TR: 
Rfafa RT RRTRRR RR R7R FT 3RR=T faf fall fa ^ 
28-2-91 fa ffaffa RR RR fa fafa faf faRT fa^ 
fafaR faRT m 3fRTc(VRR) ffalR 33FT faRT tl fa^Rfa 

ffa fa fa fan fa ii 

RTRf ^ faRTf^FT R^n faRT 1? fa^ fafal faRT't' 
fa fa fa 21-6-1986 ^ RFTRRT RR 'RTeTRT RRTRT RRT RT 
ftlfa far ffaTR Rf RR ^ R7 TTFTRRT RR "RIRIRT RR Rfa 
RRRT RRTRT tl RRR R fa F. Rftffa fa ftRT RRT RTR R 
RFTRR 15.50 faRT fa 3RRT RTR R. 1925 faW faRT RRT 
3?fa RTR 4d-i Rqfart ?)d1 TFfl RTRf ^ RTR R <R 4 t 
9rfRRT fa^lt fafaR RTf ft. 5-5-1993, RTR^TTRR fa 
ft 21-5-1993, fa tfa fa 21-5-1993 ^ WTRRT RR 
RMR> RT RR R7 ffafa Rt RRT RTRfa fa fa fa RR 
RMRT ^ RR RT ftfa 1996 Rf fafaT Rt ftfa fa 3RR 
faRT ^ fafa fa RRT I Rffafa ^ RR fafaST RTT 3RT 
RTgR faRT t ffaf 3faT faRT T? fa fa ffa ^ Rfaf fa 
4dR ftRT RTTRT ^ ftfTTRTI Pi^fai ^ftTRfafaT ^ fa^ TTRR fat 
tl fafa fafa fa^4f TTFTRRT RR RldR» Rfa ^TTRR 4f 
Rfalfa ^ faf fafRRR faf faRTI 

fa ^ fa fatR fa fajfe TcfR RTT ?TRR RR 
RTgR RTT RffaTtRFT RTTTRT tl Rfa#R TTTRR 4 RR?f FR. 1 
72 ifafa fa yfddl RRffal RTTRTRTT M’Kjd fa ^ I Rffafa ^ 
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4t rh. tojt my*> <hPi 4« Rtf wi? urgir r* 

RtTRIRI tl 9<^sRRTTNP?4TOf RR-1 ^4U^ff 
R>1 UMf USf$W R>TRW>T 3TRJF R>ll 

TOW Rtf RPR Mn, RsttRltf) RIT 3(TO|RH Wflfl 

■ swm m irega wfaito ttot 3fo Mf m rt^f 

W3flR/$3ftfsTO ]JR RtR> 1986 TO^.4. 403RH 3f«m 
"MlTI 

RFT^MlPaftfaRI*ff 5-5-1981 ^ SMlTfl 

rr rt tot #r ^ 3rrcir Rr4tomiMfar4t*fii4 r 
MrMsr. 21 471 

MlRT 21-6-1986 4 27-2-1991 TTRT WTO RR RMR? Rfl 
4?FTR3IRT 3^-3^ ^1^28-2-1991 RT^^kM^RR 

rt l^rgf^Rf 4 Mi rf4 t4Mt Pm t fa Rnff t 3tf*mRf 
4 4faR aMi 3 tt«Ht rr rttjr rit pfa Mr 4 444&m 
fairftra«w rtt^rtit yfamtfl 4RtfMu RRfarrft, amiffliM 
rr r4t r>1 wpw xpj -cjitfcb Mf 4 «t)R^ ^ 4t 

rf4 rrt4 r> 4rr 4 3rf?r c r^ft tto f’rrrkI 4 strir 4 Mf 

Rtf RF 3?MRR T^facf RSRM^n4*Mtl 

TOSR MlR Rif MlfR RIT^ 4 %R RRR fa§ RF t 
faRRTRT*ff4fa 21-6-1986 ^ 27-2-1991 RRTWHTRTR 
R4 RR> TOT #1 RT WTCR? RR 'RMRI Rtf R?t 4 faRT 4 \t 
4?TR ■331RT MT 4 ?TT TTRR 4 3?r4 rM 4 3 T fRRR R 3Tfat! 
fa4 t faT1R>l WR WT RfoM 4 Rff faRT I RT*ff 4t 3TfT 4 
RF?f FR. 21 4 71 R^TSf 4t xfn«ii RTTJR 4f t 4 3RTTR 86 
4 RITR4 91 RRT Rot 4 r-Mr $ M4 RTftrTO R. 3 3 4RT 
3tf4R4T&<rl'fa¥H4 “3ITTW4 RR 4 r^. 4t. 4t. tfa“ 
MtfRT $ 4 RRlfa t ft) Mf 4 TIg I R* RR RTelRl RR RR?$ 

IrtRI tl 'SRR mIhh^I iRRTR Ski 'RiO R>t RRt ^1 

RRfl ^ 3m RTRR RR -% RRf^fcT IRTRT tl ^T? TTRR ^RWf 

R^ 3rf?TRTNrR ^f RFJR? RRR Rift T J8T RRTl RfRR# ^ TIT8fft 
^t^t.Tna RT^^RfRRfNnR^RFT^Rnrt^tl^^-imT 
fq^l'l ?KT RfTTt R>t RRt % rJItIr. 21-6-1986 ^ RT«ff TI5TRRI 
RR 3TfR^T ^ RR RT RTpJ RIT Tff «RI # RT^T ^ 31R^ W? 
RR3RJSt‘4RS 3^PRR^flpRl1^RlifflR. 21-6-1986^ 
R81RRI RR RWR> R>T RTPf Rl^f RIT TlfT ^ I RT«ff ^ RRVf "5R. 

1 ^ 16 RT*fRT RR 3TfRR# R?t RT^T fR^ fRR^f ift 
21-6-1986 ^ Wm+ RR R1RTRI ^ RR RT 4>l4 <6HI RRTRT t 
1%^ 3ffRR# ^ ^TTRJT R^ Riff I^RT I twf?T $ RI«ff ^ 

Rm -fRRRTTftR i, ^ RF RRlf&RT ^RT t lR? RTRf ^ 
21-6-1986 ^ 27-2-1991 TW RfRRR RTR TT«f RRT TOT Tfa 
RT ^fRR> ^RR RT TTSTRRT RR RT^TRI RR RTRf %RI 3^T %R 
■331RTtl 

3TR 1RR -STTO itm i 1RI RRT RT«ff Rft ^fTTlt $ 
RRRTlR. 28-2-1991 ^R^RRl Ph^Pw 3fad eft fR^' RT«ff 
Rft TigRftl eftl ~$Tf RRR 3RT«ff RR t fa 

RHRf^^Tl-RRRJI^T 28-2-1991 R^'ST^ RITRRlF RT BTRT^T 


^__— ^ib-pjk {kiAiag. ■ mil.F t JL ^ l ir- sm* mJL_ fl. -\ - _ , , \ 

R»T? TnR TRfHW RWT R WFOR iRiRT «W 3RT TRTlRTR^R 3RRT 
RR urgn 1^ $ faRRft TlfilRf RR?t-l T^ 6 h RT*ff A 3F& 
?1RR RR M fRjt 31TRRRRT RIT ^RTHfTtf R»t ?l RTRW RI TlWI 
A RB# RHRRff RT 6KII4H R»TRT^ RTR TOR RRPft ^1 
RfilRflft ^ aqCTT gftHWfl ^ tt 26-2-1991 Rj^ TH*ff R?t 
TTOnft ^ RR RT PirI^H RIT^ RJT MTdIR iRRT RT fSHTfRO RRf 
U 24 ^f VFZ ftlRT RRT t lRI RF TO1R T^ftRHT 

Ftlftfe 28-3-1991 RR» RT?^^RR Rit RFR R^ 3PM TOW 
T^T TTTOJ RrtRT fRTIRit Rl^TRT ^f Rl*ff A RTRTR T^RifT R>T 
RIW# RRRIT HPT R>T %RI 3ffc fNTfifR TJRRT 
28-2-1991 RftRTga Rftt WTRCT R fRR^ ^ 16-3-1991 R*t 
RWf ^ RRR# ^ RR RT R>l4»TTT RPR RJT^ ^ 3TT^T RT^t 
RftR# ^ 3gnR Rl*ff ^ FN0RC^fop RTRIR TR)<6K RIT 
RTFfalT RPR RR %RT ^ Rf »IR ^fR TTORi,^ RR RT 
PlRflW PlfjRKT Rft TO Rift RIT TfRIRI $1 FR RT I^NIT 

m ^TRT tl RI*ff ^faRT %FT RT TOT #T ^ 3RRR RT 
TTPRRI ifR RTOR> ^RRRTRfRR^^R»rtR^TP«n3ftT 
Tr^^TTOT4^RRRTTPR 1981 ^20-6-1986 TTRT^fRRT 
3m rt rihJtr «ni ^rft fwftr W -gn Rmf ^ 

TlRRT RftlR^t RIT RTcTTR TR^R RIT^ ^ 3rf?rfTRR R!^ tRRiRR 
Rt ft ftp? RR ^ RT«rf ?TfTO Rft RRjftR twfil RIT 
RfRR# R^ RTW RtRT RIT^ RR SlfaRTJTt R?T ^1 R^TR# ^ 
RTTUR R^ TRt^cT RIT 4>l4RU RPR RIT RT*ff R»1 T^@R7 
TTSRl^f H^T RHft RT TTRIcft) 3RT: ^ FTT Pi 5,c h4 RT RJRRT ^^R> 
RR RT*ff ftna^ RfR RR? ^ RBTR q ? RR RTTTRT RR ^fRRT ^TTR 
ftr rr4tr «n Til tj& f^F/ tMfrr^I 4f Riftn torIr 
‘ 3RRWR RRM ^ MR 3ffc RM^ft ^ TTTR^TT fR. 
23-8-1988 ^ 3T5BTT RT«ff R^ <TOWl ^ RTRT RRTRRcT RITRT 
3T^Ttl 

^ fife RR 3HR /^fR RT pT ^RT TTImIFR^I RR 
3T?R 86 (l)TOTO^ 403 4f RFFTlR *3RRRR ^RPTOR A Rf 
^ST f^TgM RftTRlftR f^FTRI ^ tRT TTRH RIl4 lRI tTTR TTRR ^?R 
iRRT RPR RlfPtl TtNtPTO^ ^ ^fRRI %R Rv^RTTt '^TR 3^|T 
3FR RTt T«TT i RuNlfTRlf ^ RTTRT RTRT RIT^,^ STf^TRHTt tl 
"3RR ^RT 4f RF 41 M t lRI Rl RI^Rrfl RIF 4 
arfaRi IrtcTT Mrr 4 i MM rit^ t<j rrUM 

RlMnft RHpft RlftRl 3RR 4f MiRa Rl^TiT R?f Mil’ll 4 
Rf?mft Mm 4 25-8-1988 R>Hr 4?T RRl RIT TOT #T RT 
tfRR» ^TR RT RTFftTT RfRRlf R»1 T5: RIF 4 MM RIT^ ^ 

Mtt Mi rr R£3 3f?r Mr rritt t:— 

RiiMyywTiM twi sin hW&® ^ 4 

IK 7-6-1988 R>1 Rift RPMfT W ^ 3^TRT 
c^.TTt. fH. MlFT ct Tl4t RTR 'TOT 4^ RRRRTTf RIT 
R T TdfRR I 3IWVRR»dl3Plf -£ SIJ^R HH<«1 RTTfR ^ 
3T3THT 9: RFft ^ Mr 3T*lf^ 7-12-1988 TTRT 

MlMl RIT iRRT RHT tl.3TTR 3TR4 mRhs<ti ^ 

3T#T RR T?4t RTR "TOT TM RITRRITf ^ Ml MT^ 


1215 GI/06—14 
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34 #3 #-f3334 3im3i TRT PimIhci 

f#3T TOT $1 4 33*1 ^ RlSTT SrUlft 34 # 3ffRT 
TO ^ 3?|TTO faRT^ 43TT T# I ... f## PuPM 
37# 33 Wl ¥T *R3 W f33ff# W3 337 3T373 
^ # TT#I *T3TW-3qf3^¥l3i, M«W4i-H ” 

5T1 3M #33# # ftel 4 # 25-8-88 34 
3T#?T 3# 37T TO#*! '3R3H RTTOR # iR# 34 W3T 
3*4 ^ 7-12-88 337 4fR7 %3 R TOT Tfa R 37T4T3 
aiPwf 34 *5: TRW # ^ftcR ai*rf^ 7-12-88 337 fH^d 37T 
^ # TT33 # 3TT33337 f#?T 3# 37T f#| 3 h43 
3Wc fq TOTM3 # 333 ^213 #T #33# # f#STR3 # 
iMNf # 3FJTO 3n«ff «ft 7-12-88 #W337TOTOT37# 
R R ?44 37T #137# *1T fRJ #33# 34 3^^RT 

tov 4f 34$ Rf 34 r 4 #r r# 34 28 - 2-91 # 
sm& to Iro # 44 Iror r 3 Wr-lros ti r# 4 

fafa33**T 421-6-86# 27-2-91 337 RR T# RTT'6T33> 
TO TOT37 # R R 3# 37# # 3TT3TT R 28-2-91 4 
WF337 "TO # R R HMcl ^ #33 3 3RT TTO 
1TOT434TO34 tl 313:, 4 ITT fTO4 R 3f33T ^3T# 34 
21-6-86 4 7TTO37 TO TOT37 # R R f3T3T3T TOW 
3# 37# Rf 433 cjf^S 33 W3 3# P\<u "3T3T 3-f^fad RT 
31#3 tl ^37 TO? 4 28-2-91 4 WTC37 TO 313137 # R 
R 3# RETT PH jiPdd 3ft TO 34 4 iTO TO TO #337 ^3 
fosflU, 3TRRR #T 3# 4^s) 34 313:, 3T# 333 

3TR[3 TOT 37# 37T 3Tfa37#.tl 
3i#yr 

3R3:, RRT 1#3T3 33TT R7 337TT 4 iRTT TOIT 4 
137 31^1^3 T^lf^R (Rl^ci) «t>‘sO-H f3^3 hRh-sci ^"sO^ 3Tl37 
fRlW f3TO, WJT TO PH^PMd 31# W1TO TO ^T37 # 
21-6-86 4 f3T3T3T 37TR1 3?t 3 >t 4 T3[3 433 ^f«& T3P1 3?1 
Irtt tot 3igf43 34 3i4v 4 i 4pF toI Prtrt 3t# 4 
28-2-91 4 T1TO37 RT TOT37 4> R R Rl# Pd^Pdd r 4 
RFR P^ 7sn4 3 tT 3T3 34 4 P*1tf M«bl< 31R 9Tf337l # 

fH^Pdd 4 r 4 4t 313:, 3 I 33 # # f3^?T 1^4 "to4 4 137 3n4f 

33 28-2-91 4 W1337 RT '3M37 # R R HMdld 3R3R 
RT3T3T3 # ^ fR R 31R/pftf3R-R-#R 4* Rft3 
fRf3 3?lT JlfRI# # PH^ IITO # 25-8-88 ^ TOl 

(r4 ^ 3 . 72 ) # argriR R4f 34 r4 wt 4 P-i^Pki rr 

34 fro 33R ^3 f3T#T, 3133333 3?R 3^T 34 TO? 

43lf3R RT337 R1 3TR4' 34 14^33 RH 34 fl 3T# 
28-2-91 4 33T337 RT 3R37 # 433 3# 4t TO 3TT4 33 
#33)14 4l mRih# 333 144# 34 TT33T dl*1 Hi? 4 37TI 

#. Rg. RM33, TOT3# 

341R#, 12 3#<3, 2006 

37T.3ir. 1744.—3||6ilPl«h Pw #4433,1947 (1947 

33 14) 34 TO 17 # 31RTTR 4, ##3 TOR TOT# T^m 


13RT # 33333 3> TT3^ 14#334 #T 33# 3»437ITf # 41^3, 

31333 4* 14f$e 3444437 14 to 4* ##3 tor aikjlft'* 1 

3Tf33RT, chWldl #3TO (R4TTOT 10/2001)34 H«W^ld 

37T3t t - , # ##3 TTT37R 34 12-04-2006 34 TO ^33 SHI 

[U RT-22012/299/2000-3^ 3R (#-II)] 
3R3 ^RT, iT37 3lf437TTt 

New Delhi, the 12th April, 7006 

S.O. 1744.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
10/2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Kolkata as shown in the Annexure, in 
the industrial dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Food Corporation of India and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 12-04-2006 

[No. L-22012/299/2000-IR(C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL 
AT KOLKATA 

REFERENCE NO. 10 OF2001 

PARTIES : Employers in relation ot the Management 
of Food Corporation of India. 

PRESENT : Mr. Justice Hrishikesh Baneiji, 
Presiding Officer 

APPEARANCE 

On behalf of Management : Md. Nizamuddin, 

Advocate 

On behalf of Workmen : Mr. Manish Goswami, 

Advocate 

State : West Bengal Industry : Food 

Dated : 6th April, 2006 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-22012/299/2000/IR (C-II) Dated 15-1- 
2001 the Central Government in exercise of its powers under 
Section 10 (l)(d) and (2A) of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 referred the following dispute to this Tribunal for 
adjudication: 

“Whether the action of the management of Food 
Corporation of India and their Storing Agent Shri 
Tara Pada Ghosh in denying employment of Shri 
Bhagirath Mahapatra and 253 others (as per list 
enclosed) or not giving them the retrenchment 
compensation is justified? If not, to what relief the 
concerned workmen are entitled ?” 

(2) The Learned Tribunal on receipt of the 
Government Order on 13-3-2001 had issued notices to the 
parties asking them to file their respective written statement 
complete with list of documents and list of witnesses. 
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(3) The Union, namely, Chanditala Dankuni Food 
Corporation of India Storing Agents Mutia Mazdoor Union 
(hereinafter referred to as the ‘’Union’ 1 ) had filed their written 
statement, list of documents along with copies of 
documents and list of witnesses. The Employers, namely. 
Food Corporation of India (hereinafter referred to as “F.C.I”) 
in turn filed their written statement, List of documents with 
copies of documents and list of witnesses to be examined 
in this case on 27th July, 2001. The Union, on receipt of the 
written statement of the Employers, was asked to file their 
rejoinder which they did on 10 8-2001. 

(4) The Union has stated in their written statement 
that the concerned 254 workmen were working at the 
Godown at Dankuni owned by Food Corporation of India 
and were employed by one Sri Tarapada Ghosh, the Storing 
Agent for about 18 years or more continuously and wihtout 
any break. Those workers were discharging their duties as 
loading and unloading workers and the works so done 
were regular and perennial in nature and without the 
services of those workmen, the works at Dankuni Godown 
could not run smoothly. 

(5) The Food Corporation of India had its own 
godown at Dankuni since 1993 and initially those concerned 
254 workmen were directly engaged in storing works by 
the District Manager, Senior Regional manager and Zonal 
Manager of the Food Corporation of India and not through 
same Storing Agent, namely, Shri Tarapada Ghosh and these 
process of engagement directly was there from 25-04-1992 
to 20-02-1993 and the Food Corporation of India had taken 
their services continuously during that period and all 
payment were also made by the Food Corporation of India 
directly to those concerned, workmen. 

(6) It is further submitted by the Union in their written 
statement that in case of any dispute/difference with Shri 
Tarapada Ghosh, the so-called storing Agent, the F.C.I. 
Management used to make payments directly to those 
concerned 254 workmen, the Management of F.C.I. had 
adopted an unfair means by adopting, an unlawful means 
by recruiting new hands and foregoing the old work force 
to remain idle. The Union representing those 254 concerned 
workers had ultimately decided to adopt a path of lawful 
agitation including approaching the Government 
machinery, Le. conciliatory machinery for necessary redress. 
The Conciliation Officer (Central), had to take up to the 
matter into conciliation and ultimately the matter was ended 
in failure and the present reference was made by the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour for adjudication 
by this Tribunal. 

(7) The Food Corporation of India on the other hand 
(hereinafter called as F.C.I.) has state in their written 
statement that these 254 concerned workmen in the 
reference were never employed or engaged by F-C.I directly 
or indirectly t and this was the part of malpractice adopted 
by Shri Bhagirath Mahapatra, Chandirtala Dankuni F.C.I. 
Storing Agents Mutia Mazdoor Union to extract money 


from the unemployed youths. The F.C.I. had also raised 
preliminary points about the maintainability of the reference 
since there was no employer-employee relationship 
between F.C1. and the concerned 254 workmen concerned 
in the Present reference case. 

(8) The F.C.I. also stated in their written statement 
that the storing Agent at Dankuni Godown had been 
operated by only 22 heads and the same had no relevance 
with the activities of F.C.I. at Dankuni Godown. 

(9) It was futher stated by F.C.I. in their written 
statement that in view of clause 37 of Storing Agency 
Agreement, 1985, the system of Storing Agency had been 

- discontinued and as such the contentions of the Union as 
pleaded in their written statement, does not held good. 

It was further stated that the Government of West 
Bengal has taken over the Public Distribution System since 
1985 and as such the necessity for appointment of Storing 
and Distribution Agents has become unutility and therefore 
the liabiilty of Absorption of workers of Storing Agents, if 
any, lies with the Government^ West Bengal only. 

(10) That F.C.I. in their written statement further 
asserted that there were 58 (fifty bight) Storing Agents of 
Food Corporation of India under West Bental Region but 
no agitation has yet been raised by the workers working 
under different Storing Agents excepting the present one. 
In such view of the matter, it isstated by the F.C.1. that the 
claim of these 254 worken working under Shri Tarapada 
Ghosh, Storing Agent for regularisation, should not be 
considered. 

(11) Both the Union and the F.Q.I have examined 
their respective witnesses. The Union has led S/Shri 
Bhagirath Mahapatra, the Secretary of the Union, Abani 
Mohan Bhattacharya, retired AG-III (Assistant Grade-Ill) 
of F.G I. and Ananda Chandra Jana, Ex-worker of the F.C.I. 
engaged in the work of loading and unloading at Chanditala, 
Dankuni. The F.C.I. on the other hand, examined only one 
Shri Soumendra Kumar Das, Assistant Manager (General), 
who was posted at the Office of District Manager (General), 
who was posted at the Office of District Manager, 
Hooghly at Chinsurah. No documentary evidence could 
be produced by the Union since as per evidence of Shri 
Bhagirath Mahapatra, the Union, all the relevant documents 
relating to this case, were either destroyed or lost due to 
heavy flood at his native village at Orissa, whence aft the 
papers connected with the case, were kept for their safety. 
The F.C.I. on the other liand, did not take any plea for not 
producing any connected documents but they could 
examine one witness, i.e. Shri Soumendra Kumar Das, 
Assistant Manager (General) who was posted much later 
then the relevant knowledge about (he workings of the 
workers at Dankuni Godown. On the other hand, the Union 
could produce and examine the witnesses, who wefein the 
employment of F.C.I. either directly or in connection with 
the workings of that working site, i.e.Chandtttda Dankuni 
at the relevant time and had their persomrf knowledge. 
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(12) There were three witnesses examined on behalf 
of the Union, Shri Bhagirath Mahapatra, Secretary of the 
Union, W.W. 1 was examined and stated in his examination 
in chief which is as follows 

(a) I happen to be the Secretary of the Chanditala 
Dankuni Mutia Mazdoor Union, which espoused this 
reference. Earlier I used to work at Chanditala Dankuni 
Siding. I-was working there for 20 to 21 years. I used to 
work under F.C.I. The District Manager of F.C.I. used to 
make payments to me. I used to work regularly and the 
nature of work was perennial. I was engaged in loading 
and unloading of food grains. 

F.C.I. has its own godown at Dankuni. I was engaged 
in the godown itself. In 1993 we were asked to cease work 
as there was no work left for us and other persons were 
engaged. Before my removal, no notice was served to me. 
We had some quarrel with the persons who were freshly 
engaged. During that period of quarrel with the persons 
the work was stopped. Persons like who were removed 
were asked to go to Andhra Pradesh or Orissa, but I did 
not go. 

The District Manager was asking for money to 
continue with the work and since we refused to oblige him, 
we were removed. In 1997 received letter from F.C.I. 
regarding test of endurance. I participated in the said test. 
I got through that test. Still, I did not get the service. 

Thereafter, we approached the Assistant Labour 
Commissioner to protest against the action of the 
Management. F.C.I. did not participate in conciliation 
proceeding. The conciliation, therefore, ended in failure. 

All the original documents in my possession were 
destroyed in the cyclone. 

We had not gone to Andhra Pradesh or Orissa 
because we did not get any paper in this connection.” 

In cross-examination by F.C.I., he has stated—“I 
have come to depose on behalf of all the 254 persons 
involved in this reference. I am Secretary of the Union 
since the year 1993. The Union was constituted and formed 
in the year 1992. The Union have the membership of these 
254 persons concerned in this reference. We have formed 
the Union for getting the service. 

We did not receive any appointment letter at the 
time of our engagement. We were for the first time engaged 
by Tarapada Ghosh. He was a contractor. All of us were 
maintained by Tarapada Ghosh. The account of our work 
were maintained by Tarapada Ghosh. He used to pay our 
remuneration also. He continued to pay till 1990. Thereafter, 
we were paid salary by the D.M. himself. No account was 
maintained in this regard. 

Our work was supervised by Tarapada Ghosh and 
Inspector of F.C.I. whose name was Abani Bhattacharjee. 

I had kept all my office papers in my house at the 
time of cyclone. There papers which were destroyed were 


the records of payments and the letters of the D.M. These 
destroyed papers included the papers of the Union and 
also my papers. In those papers, there were papers to show 
that 254 persons were working in F.C.I. and Tarapada 
Ghosh. The papers were there in office from before I took 
the charge of the Secretary of the Union. I was the founder 
Secretary of the Union. 

I have seen papers regarding the service of other 253 
persons of the reference. I do not remember what were 
those papers. The papers were in the office, but when I 
approached trouble. I took all the papers to my home. It 
was taken away be me on my own. 

The In-charge of the Godown during the period of 
our work in the F.C.I. was Mr. Abani Bhattacharya.” 

(b) Shri Abani Mohan Bhattacharya, who was retired 
from the service of Food Corporation of India and was 
posted at Chanditala (Dankuni), to the post of AG-III 
(Assistant Grade-Ill) at the relevant time, was examined as 
W.W.2 and stated as follows :— 

“I used to work in the F.C.I. I was on deputation to 
F.C.I. from West Bengal Government. I was on deputation 
from 1-9-81 to 31-3-1992.1 was deputed to F.C.I. on the 
post of AG-III (Assistant Grade-Ill). 

I was working at Dankuni in the Siding of C.C.I. I 
was posted at Dankuni inl986 and worked there till 1992. 
Bhagirath Mahapatra also used to work there. There were 
many persons like him. They were engaged in the work of 
loading and unloading. I saw them working from 1986 till I 
was there in 1992.1 used to supervise the work of loading 
and unloading.” 

In cross-examination, Abani Mohan Bhattacharya 
has stated :— 

“I used to maintain the attendance of these persons. 
There was no lower Division Clerk in the F.C.I. at Dankuni. 
\part from me, there was another AG-III there. He was S.K. 
Das. I know Bhagirathi Mahapatra as Labour Sardar. I learnt 
from the labourers that Bhagirathi Mahapatra was running 
a Union. I learnt that there were 254 members of the Union. 
I have heard that those 254 persons were working there. 

Tarapada Ghosh happened to be a Storing Agent of 
F.C.I. I do not know who used to make payment to the 254 
persons. I do not know whether they were engaged by the 
F.C.I., but they were working in F.C.I. that I know. I do not 
know of any paper to show that these 254 persons were 
appointed and engaged by F.C.I. 

I do not know Rule 41 of F.G’I. Staff Regulation, 1971. 
I had given some certificates regarding the work of 
Bhagirath Mahapatra, but I do not recollect the time when 
I given it. I had given the certificate of my own. I had no 
authority to grant such certificate. It is not a fact that 
whatever I have stated here are all incorrect.”. 
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One Shri Ananda Chandra Jana, one of the concerned 
workmen in the dispute also deposed as W.W. 3 which is 
as follows:— 

“I know Mr. Bhagirathi Mahapatra. He happened to 
be the Secretary of the Union. I used to work at Chanditala, 
Dankuni under F.C.I. I was engaged in the work of loading 
and unloading. We were regular employees. I had worked 
till 1993. Presently, I am unemployed. I did not receive any 
notice at the time of cessation of my work. I had worked 
from 1970. Salary was paid to me by F.C.I. I was working 
under the Inspector of F.C.I. I did not do anything when 
my work ceased. 

I was appointed after a test was taken, 

I know Abani Bhattacharjee who was an Inspector 
of F.CI. I pray for reinstatement in service. The papers 
concerning the case have been destroyed. I learnt it from 
Bhagirathi Mahapatra. 

(13) The Food Corporation of India (the F.C.I.) on 
the other hand could produce only the witness in the case. 
It is relevant to observe that attempt was made on the part 
of F.CI. to produce any witness on their behalf to have 
personal knowledge of workings at the relevant time. The 
F.C.I. could produce and examine only one Sri Soumendra 
K umar Das who posted as Assistant Manager (General) at 
the office of the District Manager, Hooghly at Chinsurah 
since 8-10-1997. Shri Das was examined on behalf of F.C.I. 
as M.W. 1 who deposed as follows :— 

“I am working as Assistant Manger (General) in the 
Food Corporation of India under the District Manger, 
Hooghly at Chinsurah. I am posted there since 08-10-1997. 
Presently I am dealing with the present matter and therefore, 
I have knowledge of the fects of the case. 

The matter relates to the year 1990. My knowledge is 
derived from the documents submitted on behalf of the 
Management. I do not want to add anything apart from the 
documents filed.” 

(14) It is crystal clear from the analysis of the 
evidence of the witnesses examined on both the sides that 
the Management of F.C.I. totally failed to deny the liability 
of the concerned 254 (two hundred fifty four) workmen 
involved in the present dispute. 

(15) In this context, I like to refer some of the 
Judgements of Hon’ble Supreme Court of India which are 
very much relevant in arriving at a reasonable decision in 
the present dispute. 

(a) Hussainbhai -vs- the Alath Factory Tehzhilanli 
Union and others - A.I.R. 1978 S.C., 1410 wherein 
it is stated as follows 


Para 5— “.. .....The presence of intermediate 

Contractors with whom alone the workers have 
immediate or direct relationship ex-contractor is 
of no consequence when, on lifting the veil or 
looking at the conspectus of factors governing 
employment, we discern the naked truth, though 
draped in different perfect paper arrangement, that 
the real employer is the Management, not the 
immediate contractor.” 

(b) Mohan Lai -vs- The Mangement of M/s. Bharat 
Electronics Ltd., -1981 Lab. Inc., 806, wherein it is 
stated as follows :— 

Para \1 - %. .But there is a catena of 

decisions which rule that where the termination is 
illegal especially where there is an ineffective order 
of retrenchment, there is neither termination nor 
cessation of service and a declaration follows 
that the workmen concerned continues to be in 
service with all essential benefits. No case is made 
out for departure from this normally accepted 
approach of the Courts in the field of Social justice 
and we do not propose to depart in this case.” 

(c) Olga Tellis & Others -vs- Bombay Municipal 
Corporation & others-1985 (3) S.C.C, at page 545 
wherein it is stated as follows :— 

“It was held that retrenchment of the workmen 
without following the procedure as laid down by 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 and Rules made 
thereunder has denied the fundamental right to 
survive and as such action on the part of any 
employer is nullity in the eye of law.” 

(16) In such view of the matter, I hold that the demand 
of the workmen represented by Chanditala Darikuni F.C.I. 
Storing Agents Mutia Mazdoor Union for employment of 
Shri Bhagirath Mahapatra and 253 others as per the list 
enclosed with the order of Reference (copy enclosed) is 
justified and accordingly they are entitled to get the 
employment with effect from 1st July, 1993 under Food 
Corporation of India at Chanditala Dankuni Godown or 
any other nearby place of their last working. 

(17) In this context, I must also make it clear that 
these 254 concerned workmen are not entitled to get any 
backwages since they did not clearly state before the 
Tribunal whether they have given up gainful employment 
during their period of unemployment. 

This is my Award. 

Kolkata, HRISHIKESH BANERJI, Presiding Officer 
6th April, 2006. 
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FCI THROUGH THEIR CONTRACTORS 
SRI TARAPADA GHOSH IN SEVERAL STORING GODOWNS 


Age Father’s Name Address 


.No. 

Name of Labourers 

Age 

Father’s Name 

1 

2 

. 3 

4 

1 . 

Bhagirtha Mahapatra 

45 

Fakira Mahapatra 

2 

Raghunath Sahoo 

51 

Ishor Sahoo 

3. 

Maga Nayak 

35 

Madhab 

4. 

Ana da Jena 

53 

Baramale 

5. 

Akshaya Mahapatra 

32 

Budhi 

6. 

Kaluch Jena 

35 

Gobinda 

7. 

Duryodhan Parida 

44 

Keshtrabasi 

& 

Berudhar Palai 

42 

Prahallad 

9. 

Damodar Biswal 

32 

Barchha 

10. 

Krupisaidhodalai 

40 

Paramananda 

11 

Dirabandhu Mahapatra 

28 

Arakhita 

12 

Banamali Barik 

35 

Madhab 

13. 

Bhajaman Sahoo 

35 

Karhocharan 

14. 

Jagabandhu Mahapatra 

35 

Bira 

15. 

Duryodhan Nayak 

38 

Japadhare 

16. 

Prekull Barcik 

34 

Raghu 

17. 

Bhagirathi Jena 

48 

Udyanath 

18. 

Jayakrishna Palai 

35 

Kunja 

19. 

Balaram Muduli 

32 

Harihar 

20. 

Fagudosh 

40 

Bansidhar 

21. 

Ahalyadash 

41 

Raj an 

22 

Keshasch Singha 

32 

Brundaban 

23. 

Natabar Pradhan 

45 


24. 

Surendra Sahoo 

35 

Jadumani 

25. 

Rama Sahoo 

52 

Nidhi 

26. 

Dibakar Nayak 

38 

Sabar 

27. 

Bamadev Nayak 

38 

Raghunath 

28. 

Maragobinda Sahoo 


Sobal 

29. 

Brajakishor Dosh 


Krishnachandra 

30. 

Sukarla Jena 

35 

Hata 

31. 

Indramani Bhai 

41 

Kumar 

32 

Sarkar Pradhan 

40 

Bhima Pradhan 

33. 

Jatadhare Paria 

35 

Raj an 

34. 

Bhaskar Pujari 

35 

Parmanda 

35. 

Pramoda Nayak 

35 

Indramani 

36. 

Rama Sahoo 

37 

Gajendra 

37. 

Svamidhar Mahapatra 

38 

Raghu 

38. 

Sudhkar Nayak 

35 

Jambeswar 

39. 

Harekrishna Nayak 

35 

Nabakishor 

40. 

Bishwanath Mohanti 

37 

Balabhadra 


AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria via.-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Nandapur PO-Brahmagiri via.-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria via.-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Sarkarkola PO-Isharpur Dist.-Jagatasingha PO. 
AT-Chhotapur PO-Marapada-via-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmagiri via-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 

AT-Bedhasundar PO-Chalmarik-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rohadamalv via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Adhaghae PO-Kasoberia via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-TaluaPO-Salidea Dist-Jajapur 
AT-Chhotapur PO-Manapoda-via Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Ranapada PO-Manapoda-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Jagannathpur PO-Kusubar via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Sujanpur PO-Siruli-via-Chartdanpur Dist.-PO. 
AT-Sujanpur PO-Siruli via-Chandanpur Dist-PO. 
AT-Brahmania PO-Brahmania-via-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Brahmania PO-Brahmania via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Rbatalapur PO-Garohicaidiga-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Bainseria PO-Bainsereia-via-Dist. Jajpur. 
AT-Thartapur PO-Chandanpur Dist.-PO. 

AT-Bhagabanpur PO-Chandanpur Dist.-PO. 
AT-Brahmapur PO-Khajoria-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 

AT-Brahmapur PO-Khajoria-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Brahmapur PO-Khajoria-via-Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Rayabidhar PO-Rayabidhar Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Rayabidhar PO-Bhandarikoda Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Rayabidhar PO-Bhandarikoda Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Badagorjar PO-Morapada Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-Daharigadia PO-Brahmaria Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Adhaghai PO-Brahmaria Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Adhaghai PO-Brahmaria Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Handiale PO-Gorakh Rodraga-via-Brahmagiri Dist-PO. 
AT-Budhasunder PO-Chalmanik-via- Brahmagiri Dist.-PO. 
AT-SahabandhkarPO-Brahmgiri-via-Brahmani 
AT-Barapada PO-Sunamohi-via-Brahmani 
AT-ChhotpurPO-Manapuda-via-Brahmani 
AT-Rayabidhar PO-Bhandarikuda-via-Brahmani 
AT-Rayabidhar PO-Bhandarikuda-via-Brahmani 
AT-Ranapuda PO-Chhatabar-via-Brahmani 
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1 2 


AT-Nadipur PO-Kosubantj-via-Brahmani 


41. 

Pumab Perthoi 

39 

Ishani 

42 

DhaduPalai 

39 

Dhoba 

43. 

Rabindrako Mahapatra 

38 

Gobardhan 

44. 

Rabindra Pradhan 

35 

Gandu 

45. 

Karunakar Pradhan 

35 

Beni 

46. 

Arattran Pradhan 

41 

Krishna 

47. 

Rabindra Pradhan 

33 

Nada 

48. 

Dinabandhu Nayak 

32 

Biswanath 

49. 

Prasann Jena 

38 

Bah 

50. 

Nabaghan Pradhan 

38 

Kulamani 

51. 

Trinath Sethi 

33 

Pancharan 

52 

Madhab Sahoo 

35 

Ramachandra 

53. 

Gangadhar Nayak 

31 

Fakira 

54. 

Amena Dalai 

38 

Dhoba 

55. 

Akhari Sethi 

38 

Chinta 

56. 

Surendranath Jena 

34 

Gobinda 

57. 

Krishna Chandra Shethi 

31 

Dai tare 

5a 

Pravakar Sethi 

35 

Babmk 

59. 

Sundarsan Seroptie 

38 

Gopal 

60. 

Subhash Pradhan 

32 

Panu 

61. 

Rajendra Jena 

37 

Raghu 

62 

Charona Jena 

35 

Banu 

63. 

Sankar Jena 

38 

Hata 

64. 

Pravakar Jena 

38 

Ekadashi 

65. 

Parsuram Palai 

37 

Jata 

66. 

Mahabir Jera 

34 

Had 

67. 

Dayanidhi Pradhan 

39 

Ramachandra 

68. 

Bijayaku Baralla 

36, 

Bhima 

69. 

Jbgindra Jena 


Dhoba 

70. 

Brajkishor Pradhan 

32 

Satrughan 

71. 

Dhiren Ku Jora 

32 

Dhareswar 

72 

Ungaraj Dalai 

33 

Padmacharan 

73. 

Bhagirathi Pradhan 

39 

Arjun 

74. 

Rabindra Pradhan 

33 

Chaitanya 

75. 

Jagabandhu Mahapatra 

34 

Raghunath 

76. 

Bishnu Maharana 

38 

Basia 

77. 

Bhikhari Mahapatra 

51 

Benu 

78. 

Gaurang Sahoo 

35 

Anada 

79. 

Kumar Sahoo 

32 

Naian 

80. 

Dhadu Behera 

32 

Indramoni 

81. 

Bedyadhar Pujari 

45 

Udyanath 

82 

Keluoh Bhoi 



83. 

Kalu ch Sahoo 

34 

Banchharidhi 


AT-Brahmagiri 

AT-Sujunpur PO - Siruli-via-Chandanpur PO. 
AT-Gaudiaghai PO- Rabhdomalla-via- Brahmagiri PO • 
AT -Gaudiaghai PQ-Rabhdomalla-via-B rahinag jri PO. 
AT-Gaudiaghai PO-Rabhdomalla-via-Brahmagiii PO. 
AT-Gaudiaghai PO-Rabhdomalla-via-Brahmagiri PO. 
AT-Nadipur PO-Rabhdomaila-via-Kulubarti PO 
AT-Kahalapada PO-Brahmaria-via- Brahmagiri PO. 
AT-Kahalapada PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri PO. 
AT-Tamulikudi PO-Kosubusti Br ahmag iri PO. 
AT-Kasijaria PO-Chaptnaik Brahmagiri PO. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri Dist. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri Dist. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri Dist. 
AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria-via-Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Tamulikdi PO-Kusubanli Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Mundal 

AT-Luneapudar PO-Brahmaria Brahmagjri Dist 
AT-Luneapudar PO-Brahmaria Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist. 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Tinikodi PO;|UhadamoUa Brahmagjri Dist. 
AT-Tinikodi PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Tinikodi PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist. 
AT-Tinikodi PO-Rahadamolia Brahmagiri Dist 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamolla 
AT-Haladidiha PO.-Rahadamolia 
AT-Nuagar PO Rebera 
AT-Bara Jhonga PO-Barode 
AT-Bara Jhonga PO-Barode 
AT-Chhotapur PO-Manapada P.S. Bgiri 
AT-ChhotapurPO-Manapada P.S. Bgivi 
AT-Bergama PO-Brahmag 
AT-Jaganathpuri PO-Kusubanti 
AT-Jaganathpuri PO-Kusubanti 
AT-Palank PO-Kusubanti 
AT-Palank PO-Kusubanti 
AT-Palanka PO-Kusubanti 
AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadmall 
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84. 

Kubor Paria 

39 

Bera 

AT-Handiolle PO-Garakoodinga 

85. 

Jali Tora 

39 

Rajan Jora 

AT-Rayaghat PO-Rahadamalla 

86. 

Rabi Pujari 

38 

Agadhu 

AT-Palanka 

87. 

Rajunayak 

35 

Gauranga 

AT-Bedhasender PO-Chapmanik 

88. 

Makunda Paria 

35 

Viko 

AT-Bedhasender PO-Chapmanik . 

89. 

Babuli Panda 

32 

Viko 

AT-Bedhasender PO-Chapmanik 

90. 

Prakash Pujari 




91. 

Raghunath Jera 

31 

Lochan 

AT-Sonabrahmaria via-Brahmgiri Puri 

92. 

Laxmidhar Bhai 

31 

Raju 

AT-Chhottor PO-Monapada Brahmgiri Puri 

93. 

Bhaskar Pujari 

31 

Laxman 

AT-Palanka 

94. 

Mahendra Swain 

33 

Kandure 

AT-Sahasbir PO-Brahmania 

95. 

Amina Nayak 

50 

Bhagaban 

AT-Sarabandhakar PO-Brahmagiri Puri 

96. 

Lochan Jena 

50 

Udyanath 

AT-San Brahnaria 

97. 

Jatadhari Nayak 

38 

Baidhar 

AT-Sanab Bandhakara 

98. 

Jalandhar Sahoo 

38 

Hata 

AT-Golara PO-Kosubenti 

99. 

Dinabandhu Nayak 

31 

Biswanath 

AT-Nadilor PO-Kosubenti 

100. 

Guru Sahoo 

43 

Bhagaban 

AT-Khetasodi PO-Kosubenti 

101. 

Mohan Pujari 

44 

Bhina 

AT-Bedhasunder PO-Chapmanik 

102. 

Ranjan Pujari 

32 



103. 

Prashantaho Jena 

33 

Rama 

AT-Brahnaria-Via Brahmagiri Dist.-Puri 

104. 

Panchanan Jena 

35 

Jagannath Jena 

AT-Nalakcoli PO-Brahmania 

105. 

Panchanan Pradhan 

37 

Dambur Pradhan 

AT-Adhaghoi PO-Kusubenti 

106. 

Padan Pujari 

52 

Vima 

AT-Bedhasunder PO-Chalmonik 

107. 

Kumar Parida 

45 

Fakira 

AT-Bedhasunder PO-Chalmonik 

108. 

Madhu Pujari 

34 

Gobinda 

AT-Halia Benia pur PO-Chalmonik 

109. 

Bhaskar Nayak 

34 

Sudarsan 

AT-Gandhkara Brahmagiri 

110. 

Rajakishor Mahapatra 

31 

Bhronakbar 

AT-Sojonopur PO-Siruli via-Chandanpur 

111. 

Jalandhar Nayak 

30 

Pravakar 

AT-Sojonopur PO-Siruli via-Chandanpur 

112. 

Mangaraj Pradhan 

32 

Vimaser 

AT-Sojonopur PO-Siruli via-Chandanpur 

113. 

Ghana Behera 

38 

Jagu 

AT-Sojonopur PO-Siruli via-Chandanpur 

114. 

Muralidhar Pradhan 

52 


AT:-Nisibhar 

115. 

Damdar Pradhan 

35 

Rajan 

AT:-Kalikaruapada PO-Seruli via-Chandanpur 

116. 

Susarto Ku Sethi 

28 

Gangadhar 

AT:-Seruli PO-Seruli via-Chandanpru 

117. 

Dillip Ku. Parida 

34 

Biswamber 

AT:-Shrikathuapada PO-Manapada Brahmagiri 

118. 

Kalubiswal 

35 

Kuber 

AT:-Sojuaupur PO-Siruli 

119. 

Susilanayak 

30 

Basuder 

AT-Sojuaupur PO-Siruli 

120. 

Kanhoch Nayak 

32 

Fakir 

AT-Sahaspur Brahmagiri 

121. 

Kumar Dalai 

38 

Dhoba 

AT-Sahaspur Brahmagiri 

122. 

Akshya Ku. Sahoo 

35 

Madan 

AT-Sahaspur Brahmagiri 

123. 

Kaluvayak 

33 

Laxman 

AT-Sahaspur Brahmagiri 

124. 

Babuli Jera 

33 

Gopal 

AT-Sahaspur Brahmagiri 

125. 

Pramod Ku. Jera 

38 

Madhu 

AT-Kalikaivakuda PO-Sirvli via-Chandan Pur 

126. 

Natbar Swain 

38 

Giridhari 

AT-Kalikaivakuda PO-Sirvli via-Chandan Pur 
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127. Purna Pradhan 31 Laxman Pradhan 


128. 

Dhadu Parida 

28 

Panchu 

129. 

Puran Ch. Palai 

31 

Varatha 

130. 

Chintamani Pujari 

50 

Bhmtak 

131. 

Kushasan Pujari 

50 

Laxman 

131 

Dibakar Palai 

34 

Guruchi 

133., 

Pravakar Palai 

31 

Guruchi 

134. 

Rabi Sahoo 

38 

Krishna 

135. 

Dhadu Nayak 

28 

Kumar 

136. 

Sukadev Perthoi 

30 

Subal 

137. 

Anirudha Nayak 

33 

Sidheswar 

138. 

Debaraj Pradhan 

33 

Indramani 

139. 

Ramachandra Perthei 

28 

Kartika 

140. 

Bijaya Nayak 

32 

Khati 

141. 

Bhima Pradhan 

34 

Gandu 

141 

Madhu Pradhan 

38 


143. 

Puma Palai 

35 

Fakira 

144. 

Rabibiswal 

29 

Mangoli 

145. 

Dhruba Dalai 

48 

Kunja 

146. 

Kumar Palai 

35 

Ranj an 

147. 

Jagabandhi Patra 

34 

Balabhadra 

148. 

Rabindra Nayak 


Madan 

149. 

Ranka Palai 

34 

Mahadev 

150. 

Sri Ram Pradhan 



151. 

Nabaghan Nayak 

33 

Madhab 

151 

Sabar Bhoi 

38 

Lohan 

153. 

BabuSwair 

34 


154. 

Nelakantha Paiteray 

32 

Sudarsan 

155. 

Pira Pradhan 

32 

Jutia 

156. 

Chhaila Pradhan 

35 

Dinba 

157. 

Pari Dash 

3^ 

Keshtra 

158. 

Janardan Nayak 

35 

Narayan 

159. 

Parakhila Sendara 

50 

Uchhah 

160. 

Sasibhusan Nayak 

36 

Guaduchi 

161. 

Chitrasen Parida 

35 

Laxmidhar 

161 

Jitendra Parida 

34 

Laxmidhar 

163. 

Laxman Nayak 

52 

Raghab 

164. 

Babuli Majhi 

39 

Dhraba 

165. 

Trinath Palai 

39 

Kandari 

166. 

Kalumahapatra 

35 


167. 

Manas Baliar Singh 

32 

Dasarathi 

168. 

Ghanshyam Dalai 


Ramachandra 

169. 

Rabi Pradhan 

34 

Nataban 


AT-Kalikaivakuda PO-Sirvli via-Chandan Pur 

AT-Kalikaivakuda PO-Sirvii via-Chandan Pur 

AT-Kalijharia PO -Chalmarik 

AT/PO-Palanka 

AT/PO-Palanka 

AT-Chandika PO-Brahmayari 

AT-Chandika PO-Brahmayari 

AT-Nerakr PO-Brahmayari 

AT-Nerakr PO-Brahmayari 

AT-Chandika PO-Kusubeati 

AT-Chandika PO-Kusubeati 

AT-Daharigadia Brahmania 

AT-Daharigadia Brahmania 

AT-Daharigadia Brahmania 

AT-Golosa Brahmania 

AT-Golo^a Brahmania 

AT-Dharaikudi 

AT-Khetandi 

AT-Garatroadnga 

AT-Alarlon 

AT-Hatia 

AT-Nadak 

AT-Chadheikudi 

AT Sahaspur PO-Brahmagira Puri 
AT-Barabali PO-Brahmagira Puri 
AT-Karkurda PO-Kaliliswarpur 
AT-Karikabadi PO-Brahmagiri 
AT-Baghithi PO-Bradmagiri 
AT-Bailisbate PO-Brahamgiri 
AT-Barabati PO-Brahamgiri 
AT-Sanainndhakera 
AT-Brahmagri 
AT-Nadipur PO-Kusuberti 
AT-Talapada PO-Kanas 
AT-TaiaPada PO-Kanas 
AT-Sahaspur . 

AT-Bengrama 

AT- 

AT-Kalajhari 
AT-Kalaladar Kanes 
AT-Lureapidan 
AT-Kalajharia PO-chapmanik 


1215GI/06—15 







3874 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY6,2006/VAISAKHA 16,1928 [Part II— Sbc. 3(ii)] 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

170. 

Mahanta Palai 

35 

Jndtamani 

AT-Kalajharia PO-Chapmanik 

171. 

Amina Sahoo 

35 

Uchhab 

AT-Brahmagiri 

171 

Banambar Sahoo 

34 

Nakual 

AT-Kesijhenia Pachal manik 

173. 

Gadapalai 

36 

Chema 


174. 

B alar am Palai 

38 

Bhagebat 

AT-Kasijhania 

175. 

Kumar Nayak 

51 


AT-Nisibhak 

176. 

Dukshi Shyam Tarai 

31 

Han 

AT/PO Manakasta 

177. 

Suka Parthai 

38 


AT-Taramala 

178. 

Sivabhai 

38 

Budhi 

• AT-Barebati 

179. 

Panchu Bhai 

32 

Loahan 

AT-Barebati 

180. 

Jagabandhu Mallik 

33 

Budhi 

AT--Barebati 

181. 

Bhaskar Dalai 

34 

Jaya 

AT-Bagoain 

181 

Sankar Raut 

31 

Jagannath 

AT-Bijupur PO-Bantapur 

183. 

Nada Dash 

32 


AT-Talajaigha 

184. 

Jalandhar Dash 

34 

Ananida AT. Kathuarod AT-Sahaspur Brahmaria 

185. 

Kishor Nayak 

30 

Banmbar 

AT-Gobaradhan Pur 

186. 

Shyam Nayak 


Bhrmar 

AT-Aratinsh PO-Kusbanti 

187. 

Dasarathi Mahapatra 


Raghd 

AT-Taramall 

188. 

Trinath Pradhan 

35 


AT/PO-Siruli 

189. 

Prafull Pradhan 

34 



190. 

Krupa Sindhu 
Mahapatra 

30 

Banamdi 

AT-Sahaster 

191. 

Bholia Mahapatra 

35 

Hidibandhu 

AT/PO-Panaspada-via-Brahmargiri Puri 

191 

Bibhutibhusan 

Mahapatra 

32 

Madan 

AT-Sahaspur PO-Brahmaria Brahmagiri Puri 

193. 

Kala Behera 

34 


AT-Bedhasundar PO-Chalamanik 

194. 

Baramabar Mahapatra 

36 

Hadubandu 

AT-Chhotpur PO-Manapuda 

195. 

Babuli Mahapatra 

32 


AT-Puri Sadarthana 

196. 

Abdul Zaffar 

35 

Rahaman 

AT-Hardialli 

197. 

Subhas Parida 

32 

Rajan 

AT-Kalikaruapada 

198. 

Swadhin Parida 

35 

Panchu 

AT-Kalikaruapada 

199. 

Nabaghan Jina 

33 

Gopal 

AT-Kalikaruapada 

200. 

Kailash Pradhan 

33 

Ram 

AT-Kalikaruapada 

201. 

Guru Parida 

34 

Pati 

At-Meghadash Pur PO-Athagarah 

201 

Aruparada Sathi 

28 

Alekha 

AT-Garahroadaga 

203. 

Narayan Mohanty 

30‘ 

Raghu 

AT-Bedhasundar PO-Chapmanik 

204. 

Manoja Pujari 

32 

Pari 

AT-Barudi PO-Ampada 

205. 

Gobardhan Pradhan 

33 

Sindhu 

AT-Sankarkul PO-Ishanpur 

206. 

Sudar Sen Jina 

29 

Purussottam 

AT-Gobindapur PO-Erabanka 

207. 

Manajaku Sahani 

32 

Ishar Chandra 

AT-Talua 

208. 

Bhagabal Dalai 

33 

Naki 

AT-Talua 

209. 

Ramesh Ch. Bhuyan 

34 ■ 

Brahmanada 

AT-Papulioliha PO-Kaligandia 

210. 

Nakul Ch. Pradhan 

40 

Rama 

AT-Talua 

211. 

Gobinda Ch. Dalai 

32 

Paramanada 

AT-Talua PO-Sahudia 
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212 

Anata Dalai 

34 

Dibakar 

213l 

Narayan Tarai 

35 

Makar 

214. 

Hrualkrada Sahoo 

36 

Balaram 

215. 

Managobinda Bhuyan 

36 

Guneshwar 

216. 

Charan Tarai 

31 

Mukunda 

217. 

Narayan Tarai 

33 

Makar 

21 a 

Hruda Jagabandhu 
Dalai 

38 

Nari 

219. 

Kalpatari Tarai 

38 

Pmaramanada 

220. 

Bhagorathe Pradlhan 

34 

Jagabasdho 

221. 

Subhas Ch Nada 

32 

Gam 

221 

Chitaranjan Panda 

33 

Bhagaban 

223. 

Dasarathi Mohan ti 

35 

Giridhari 

224. 

Rabisithi 

35 

Benga 

225. 

Keli Ch Sundara 

32 

Beleswar 

226. 

Mahendra Sethi 

35 

Benga 

227. 

Ramesh Ch Samantaray 

34 

Patila 

228. 

Somnath Sethi 

33 

AparU 

229. 

Raghunath Jona 

33 

Ghanashyam 

230. 

Gandhar Panda 

32 

Fakira 

231. 

Manoranjan Panda 

34 

Laxmidhar 

232 

Bharatabhol 

33 

Keshab 

233. 

Brajabandhu Panda 

35 

Puma Chandra 

234. 

Sahab Samanta Singhar 

36 

Panabulla 

235. 

Giridhari Sahoo 

33 

Satyabadi 

236. 

Mira Kumar Nayak 

36 

Bonchha 

237. 

Ganga Nayak 

35 

Kartika 

23R 

Jambeshwar Pradhan 

35 

Rajakishor 

239. 

Karunakar Behera 

35 

Baban 

240. 

Babur am Behera 

33 

Rajakishor 

241. 

Baleswar Bariswar 

36 

Raghunath 

242 

Bibhu Bariswar 

33 

Alekha 

243. 

Danu Nayak 

33 

Guna 

244. 

Makund Nayak 

35 

Sabar 

245. 

Narayan Nayak 

32 

Bharota 

246. 

Prasanta Ku Tina 

23 

Damodar 

247: 

Gangadhar Biswal 

30 

Upendra 

248. 

Kalu Biswal 

30 

Kuber 

249 

Pramoda Sethi 

32 

Kela 

250. 

Dama Pradhan 

34 

Hala 

251. 

Uma Prasad Dey 

35 

Panchanan 

252 

Nagendra Nayak 

32 

Rangadhra 

253. 

Trilochan Biswala 

35 

Rama Biswal 

254. 

Illegible 

37 

Dibakar 


5 

AT-Talua 

AT-Talua 

AT-Talua 

AT-Talua 

AT -Rahipur PO-Rahipur 
AT-/PO- Rahipur 
AT-Talua, PO-Sahodia 

AT-Rahipur 

AT-Rahipur 

AT-Fazilpur, PO-Mirizapur 
AT-Talua 

AT-Talapada Kamal 

AT-Talapada Kamal 

AT-Talapada Kamal 
AT-Talapada Kamal 

AT-Talapada Kanas 

AT-Kanas 

AT-Pandiakara 

AT-Pandiakara 

AT-Pandiakara 

AT-Bada Gungar ^ 

AT-Nandigoda 
AT-Sanabondhakera 
AT-Jagannath pur ' 

AT-Gadamalia pada 
AT-Kanas 
AT-Kanas 
AT-Kanas 
AT -Sarabandhakara 
AT-Sanabandhakara 
AT-SahasPur 
AT-Sahas Pur 
AT-Nares Pur Brahamgiri 
AT-Sujunu Pur 
AT-Sujunu Pur 
AT-Kalikanuapada 
AT-Chanditalla 

AT-Meni Pur PO-Basudar Pur via-Kuziapala 

AT-Adhaghai 

AT-Bahamuni 

BHAGIHATTAN CHAPATIA 
D/1-3-2000 
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W. 31T. 1745— fariK atfqfwi 1947 ( 1947 
14) ^ qm 17 ^ 3*T*TC*T 3, TTT^TR ffeTR 

aiWul'Jl ^ ^ 4 h'«(«S sfk «*>4«bk<f 

3^y)Pi«t> ’3lfVcB77 I T 9TR '^TFTTc'T^I, "3F> (7T^^ •H^s^ll 

100/2001) ^ H4>lf«Md ^Tcft t, *rl TR^TR ^ 

10-04-2006 ^ W=cT $3*1 «H1 

[■R. T^-12012/229/1998-3T(f31TC (^t-Il)J 
st. TFTT*rc*T, mi ^fm 

New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1745. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 100/2001 
of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Indian Overseas 
Bank, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/229/1998-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE' 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRTOUNALhCUM-LABOURCOURT, CHENNAI 
Friday, the 29th July, 2005 
PRESENT : Shri K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 100/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribural I.D. No. 50/99) 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between 
the Management of India Overseas Bank and their 
workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The Vice President, : 1st Party/ Claimant 

All India Overseas Bank Employees 
Union, Chennai 

AND 

The Chairman-cum-Managing Director,: Ilnd Party/ 
Indian Overseas Bank, Chennai Respondent 

APPEARANCE : 

For the Claimant : Mr. C. R. Chandrasekaran 
Advocate 

For the Management : M/s. N.G.R. Prasad 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-12012/229/98-1R(B-II) dated 


26-02-99/09-03-99 has earlier referred this industrial dispute 
to Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal for adjudication. 
The Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal has taken the 
same on its file as I.D. No. 50/99 and after the constitution 
of this Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, the said Industrial dispute was transferred to this 
Tribunal and after the receipt of records of this dispute, it 
was re-numbered as I.D. No. 100/2001 and issued notices 
to both sides and both sides entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their claim statement and counter 
statement respectively. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in the order of reference 
is hereunder 

“Whether the dismissal order dated 30-3-1996 
issued by the management of Indian Overseas 
Bank, Chennai against the workman Shri M.V. 
Anantharaman is justified ? If not, what relief is 
he entitled to ?” 

3. The allegations in the amended Claim Statement 
of Petitioner Union are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of Sri 
M. V. Anantharaman, who was working as a clerk in the 
Nachalur branch of Respondent/Bank, while so, he was 
suspended on 10-11-1992 on the allegation that he had 
committed certain acts of commission and omission which 
are prejudicial to the interest of the bank. He was served 
with first charge sheet dated 10-5-93 more than after six 
months after suspension on 10-11-92 and subsequently 
an additional charge sheet dated 1-2-1994 was issued. All 
the charges in these charge sheets are vague and not 
precise rendering themselves not amenable for effective 
defence. All the alleged letters (complaints) were taken 
from the persons who are alleged to be account holders. 
But, they were not witnesses at the enquiry to speak about 
their identity and veracity of the contents of such letters. 
In respect of the first charge, neither Mr. G. Raddhakrishan, 
Bank’s appraiser nor Mr. Velusamy was a witness at the 
enquiry. Proceeds of both withdrawal slips were received 
by Mr. Velusamy as desired by Mr. G. Radhakrishan himself 
in respect of his withdrawal. Mere allegation that 
withdrawal slips were obtained from them and the amount 
was withdrawn from their account and misappropriated 
by the workman in collusion with the Manager cannot by 
itself be proof and no collusion or misappropriation was 
established at the enquiry. As regard to charge No. 2 of 
first charge sheet, annexure attached to charge sheet does 
not certain any vital details such as CL account Nos., suit 
filed account filed account number, the dates when the 
suit filed accounts were sanctioned and date of their 
closures or date of granting of loans for the purpose of 
closure of suit filed accounts. With regard to charge No. 2, 
there was no witness at the enquiry to speak in favour of 
the charge alleging that the workman and Manager 
misappropriated a sum of Rs. 51,479. There is no document 
at the enquiry for the workman concerned having 
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misappropriated any sum in collusion with the Manager. 
As regards Charge No. 3 of the 1st charge sheet, all the 
loans referred to in the charge sheet were closed before 
the time of investigation itself and Rs. 49,300 was never 
outstanding at any point of time nor was it so established 
at the enquiry. This amount is aggregation of Jewel loans 
sanctioned to the workman or to his wife over a period of 
years. The agricultural jewel loans were availed by two 
different parties, namely one SriT. P. Ramasamy and one 
Sri Amavasai but not by the workman. In regard to charges 
1 to 5 with annexure A to E, in additional charge sheet, 
the charges are patently fake and the conclusions arrived 
at are totally perverse. The Agricultural Rural Debt Relief 
Scheme was a scheme introduced by Central Government 
and it is incorrect to allege that they remitted more than 
the amounts mentioned in the vouchers, more especially 
as the ARDRS itself was widely published by Government 
and the banks. All these accounts were closed as early 
as 1990. The alleged complaint letters which are mostly 
stereotyped and some of them in the handwritings of 
management witnesses. No document of relevance was 
produced at the enquiry to establish these charges. Some 
of the complaints do not be a date. As the accounts were 
stood closed as per the decision of Manager, cash 
payments of the benefit against their signature by way of 
stamped receipts were made by defiting Sundry creditors 
accounts to which credits were made under ARDRS for 
closed accounts. The concerned employees were not 
aware of any rule or guidelines or regulation which 
stipulate that such payments should be made by banker’s 
cheque only. With regard to charge No. 6 of additional 
charge sheet, Mr. A. Govindaraj was not a witness at the 
enquiry to speak that he paid a sum of Rs. 15,513 on the 
basis of the concerned workman’s advise to him. The 
workman was not a cashier on that date. Mr. Govindaraj 
subscribed his signature on the reverse of the credit 
voucher for Rs. 12731 and denomination of credit made 
were in addition marked in the voucher. Under such 
circumstances, it cannot be considered that Mr. A. 
Govindaraj reiriitted Rs. 15,513 and not Rs. 12731 Charge 
No. 7 of additional charge sheet is repetition of one of the 
accounts found in Charge No. 2 of the first charge sheet. 
All these transactions relate to decisions made by the 
then manager and conveyed to workman for their execution 
which the workman carried out Under such circumstances, 
it cannot be held as connivance or collusion with the 
manager. Even as on date, not a single person has acted 
upon his alleged complaint by claiming remedy based 
on the complaint or the bank paid any amount to any of 
them in this regard. Further, the respondent has not 
specifically stated as to how much was the substantial 
amount of loss on account of alleged misappropriation 
made by the workman. It is clear that the Presenting Officer 
and Enquiry Officer have behind the back of concerned 
workman connived with each other against him to hold 
guilty of Charges. The workman addmittedly gave his 


reply to the show cause notice both in wirting and orally 
on 30-3-96, the very date of hearing. But the order of 
Disciplinary Authority dismissing the concerned employee 
from service was based on the same date as predetermined 
by the Enquiry Officer in connivance with the management 
The Appellate Authority has also not considered the 
management’s submission but passed an order without 
application of mind. The CBI witness has admitted by 
implication that he did not make any independent 
investigation but relied on Mr. Sitaram Bhat’s inspection 
reports. Any mention of adjustments on the reverse of 
any vocuher cannot acquire any meaning unless the 
persons involved has to say something about them and 
the workman concerned has an opportunity to rebut them 
and that too within a reasonable time. Hence, the dismissal 
order passed by the Respondent/Management dated 
30-3-1996 against the concerned employee is not justified. 
Hence, the Petitioner prays that the concerned employee 
is entitled to reinstatement from the date of dismissal with 
all consequential benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that the concerned employee was 
suspended on 10-11-1992 for various misconducts 
committed by him by the Disciplnary Authority, while, he 
was working as clerk/shroff at Nachalur branch of the 
Respondent/Bank. Under the provisions of Bipartite 
Settlement which binds the management and workmen nor 
under law, it is not required to mention the charges in 
suspension order itself. It was charged that the concerned 
employee in collusion with Sri M. Muruganandam, 
Management of the bank, the concerned employee 
dishonestly and fraudulently misappropriated Rs. 9900 and 
Rs. 10,960 from S. B. Account of one Mr % Radhakrishnan, 
jewel appreaiser of the branch and S. B. Account No. 2092 
of Mr. R. Velusamy, The concerned ‘employee also 
unappropriated a sum of Rs. 51,479 remitted by the 
borrowers toward their loan dues. He also exercised 
pressure on Branch Manager and got jewel loan 
sanctioned in his name and in the name of his wife and as 
on 13-11-90, a sum of Rs.49,300 was due from them on 
account of jewel loan. Further, concerned employee 
availed agriculture jewel loan No. 122/90, 403/90 for 
Rs.9300 and Rs. 12000 respectively, thoguh he was not 
eligible for the same. Further, the Petitionor 
misappropriated Rs. 57,142.15 in collusion with cashier 
Mr. V. Arunachalamand the Manager Mr. Muruganandam, 
from out of the amount received from ADRS. further, the 
concerned employee concealed the amount recived and 
credited to the accounts of customers by way of debt 
relief and, made them to remit more amounts than the 
amount due from them and misappropriated a sum of Rs. 
13,608.60 moreover, he misappropriated a total sum of Rs. 
16,028.00 Rs. 13862 and Rs. 11,388 from out of debt relief 
amount credited into the accounts of various borrowers. 
A sum of Rs. 2782 was also misappropriated by him in 
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respect of loan account of Mr. A. Govindaraj and another 
sum of Rs. 8000 in respect of another borrower 
Mr. Chellappa. An enquiry was held into both the charge 
sheets and in the enquiry all the charges were held as 
proved. Hence, the Disciplinary Authority by an order 
dated 30-3-96 dismissed the concerned employee from 
service and the appeal preferred by the concerned 
employee to Appellate Authority was also dismissed on 
17-9-96. Specific and definite charges were framed against 
the concerned employee for each of his misconduct and it 
is false to allege that they are vague. All the charges are 
ture and valid and they were not issued with any ulterior 
motive. The charges were proved by documentary and 
oral evidence. It is established before the domestic enquiry 
that Sri G. Radhakrishnan only lent his name in these 
transaction as asked by the Manager and he had not 
received any cash from the branch for these transactions. 
In the domestic enquiry there was ample, sufficient, vital 
and legal evidence in the enquiry to establish the charges 
against the concerned employee and the concerned 
employee has not brought any evidence to disprove the 
charges. In the enquiry, it is revealed that a sum of 
Rs. 51,479 remitted by borrowers towards their dues had 
been misappropriated by the concerned employee and the 
Manager. Mr. L. Muruganandam, Manager was charge 
sheeted for the above misconduct with other charges and 
after duly conducted domestic enquiry, he was found guilty 
of charges made against him and was dismissed from 
service by the Disciplinary Authority by an order dated 
30-5-96. The High Court of Madras dismissed the W. P. 
No. 17447/96 filed by Mr. Muruganandam upholding the 
order of Disciplinary Authority and in that the High Court 
observed that the above charge of misappropriation by 
Mr. Muruganandam in collusion with the concerned 
employee was proved. Therefore, the concerned employee 
cannot put blame on the other staff alone. It is well 
established that the Petitioner exercised pressure on the 
Branch Manager and got the loan sanctioned in his name 
and in his wife’s name. Charges 1 to 5 with annexure A to 
E in additional charge sheet framed against the Petitioner 
were true and valid. The Petitioner misappropriated a sum 
of Rs. 57142.15 in collusion with Sri V. Arunachalam, 
Cashier and Mr. L. Muruganandam, Manager. Mr. V. 
Arunachalam concealed the amounts credited to their 
accounts under ARDRS and advised them to remit more 
amount than the actual amounts due and the amount so 
remitted was received by the Petitioner as cashier and 
thereby he misappropriated a sum of Rs.13,608.60 in 
connivance with Mr. V. Arunachalam, Clerk and Mr. L. 
Muruganandam, Manager of Respondent/Bank. Further, 
the concerned employee himself concealed the credit of 
ARDRS amount to the borrowers mentioned in Annexure 
C of charge sheet and collected more amount than the 
actual amount due from them and'misappropriated a sum 
of Rs. 16,208 in connivance with Mr. L. Muruganandam, 
Manager of the branch. He further misappropriated a sum 


of Rs.13,862. The contention of the Petitioner regarding 
non-examination of complainants is not tenable as their 
letters were marked as management witnesses through 
recipients and Petitioner would have introduced them as 
their witness to disprove their letters. Complaints were 
made by borrowers whenever they had knowledge of 
misappropriation and excess payment made by them due 
to the misappropriation committed by the concerned 
employee and other staff members. It cannot be said that 
the Enquiry Officer’s report is perverse. The appellate order 
is a speaking order and it cannot be said Appellate 
Authority had not applied his mind. There is no wrong in 
law in passing the order on the day of personal hearing 
itself. No doubt, some of the documents were marked as 
copies but the concerned employee has not objected when 
the same was marked as management exhibits. Therefore, 
at this late stage he cannot now questioned the validity of 
evidence before this Tribunal. The original documents are 
with the CBI for their investigation purpose. The 
concerned employee has not all raised any objection 
during the proceedings and cannot have any objection 
on the same because some of the exhibits were marked as 
Xerox copies. Quantum of loss suffered by the bank is not 
required to prove the misconduct committed by the 
concerned employee. Sri D. Balasubramanian is entitled 
to act as Enquiry Officer as well as Disciplinary Authourity 
in the petitioner’s case and therefore, the order passed by 
the Disciplinary Authority is in accordance with the 
provisions of Bipartite Settlement. Hence, it is prayed that 
the claim may be dismissed with costs. 

5. In such circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the dismissal order dated 30-3-96 issued 
by the Respondent/Management against the 
concerned employee Sri M.V. Anantharaman is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief, is he entitled?” 

Points No. 1:— 

6. The admitted facts in this case are that the 
concerned employee Sri M. V. Anantharaman was 
employed as a clerk in Nachallur branch of the Respondent/ 
Bank. When the incident took place and at that time one 
Mr. L. Muruganandam was the Manager and the 
concerned employee in l.D. No. 91/2001 one Mr. V. 
Arunchalam and the concerned employee in l.D. No. 99/ 
2001 one Mr. S. Subramanian were also employed as clerks 
and they were exchanging duties as clerk and cashiers. It 
is also admitted that two charge sheets were issued to the 
concerned employee. The first charge sheet dated 10-5-93 
which contains five charges and 2nd charge sheet dated 
1-2-94 which contains four charges in which a departmental 
enquiry was held and the petitioner was dismissed on 
30-3-96. Out of the five charges on the 1st charge sheet 
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dated 10-5-93 issued to the concerned employee in this 
dispute, charge No. 1 has been stated as not proved. 

7. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
the two charge sheets are vague and not precise and no 
witnesses (complainants) were examined to speak about 
their complaints alleged to have been given by them 
and therefore, the complaints given by the alleged 
accountholders cannot be treated as evidence at the 
enquiry and there is no proof of collusion between 
the concerned employee and the Manager 
Sri L. Muruganandam. Further, on the side of the 
management, no attempt was made at the enquiry to 
prove the collusion. The alleged nexus between the 
Manager and other Clerks to misappropriate the amount 
has been proved. Further, there was no evidence at the 
enquiry that the workman can do anything with any 
transaction much less misappropriation of the alleged 
funds of Rs. 51,479 or other sums. Further, no original 
document was produced before the enquiry or before 
the Tribunal to prove that the concerned employee 
having misappropriated any sum in collusion with the 
Manager Mr L. Muruganandam and it is also not 
established by the Management with regard to the 
charge of misappropriation. It is also alleged by the 
Petitioner that CBI Inspector could not say anything 
against the workman in regard to the charges namely 
collusion, connivance and other frauds. It is also not 
proved that accountholders have remitted more than 
the amounts mentioned in vouchers especially with 
regard to ARDRS and therefore, the finding that the 
charges have been proved except charge No. 1 is* 
baseless and without any proof and therefore, the 
finding of the Enquiry Officer and the order of Appellate 
Authority are perverse and only passed to victimise 
the concerned employee. 

8. As against this, on behalf of the Respondent 
it is contended that the Manager of Nachallur branch 
was dismissed on 30-4-96 from service after 
departmental enquiry in respect of certain charges in 
Which the concerned employees also involved. The said 
Mr. L. Muruganandam challenged the order of 
dismissal before the High Court in W.P. No. 17447/96, 
which was dismissed by High Court on 8-1-2002 on 
merits and some of the objections made by the 
concerned employee in this industrial dispute were also 
taken by the said Mr. L. Muruganandam and it was 
considered by the High Court and held against the said 
Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam. In this background, 
this industrial dispute has to be considered. Further, 
prior to charge sheeting of the concerned employee, 
there was a thorough investigation conducted by Mr. 
H.L. Sitararo Bhat and Mr. N. Dhinakaran, they have 
also submitted a detailed investigation report along with 
complaints, vouchers, demand promissory notes as 
annexures. The said investigation officers were 


examined in the domestic enquiry and the inspection 
report was also marked in the enquiry proceedings, 
though the charge No. 1 of the first charge sheet has 
been held as not proved with regard to other charges, it 
has been clearly established that the guilt against the 
concerned employee has been proved. One of the 
charges relates to misusing of DBP facility. The charge 
is that a cheque for Rs. 12,000 was purchased by the 
Nachallur branch "under DBP No. 207/91 dated 9-9-91 
on behalf of one Sri G. Radhakrishnan, who was Jewel 
Loan Appraiser of the same branch but on the same 
day i.e. on 9-9-91 the amount of Rs. 11,957 was credited 
to S.B. account No. 2644 of Mr. Radhakrishnan after 
commission. But the said Sri Radhakrishnan by his letter 
denied that he ever availed any DBP facility and on 
investigation, the investigating officers came to the 
conclusion that DBP facility was not availed by the 
said Mr. Radhakrishnan and it was misused by the 
branch in the name of Mr. Radhakrishnan and the said 
Mr. Radhakrishnan had acted only as a name lender. 
Further, it shows that the above DBP facility was 
realised based on cash payment only on 26-11-91 and 
not based on realisation of cheque which was purchased 
by the branch. Further, on the reverse of the credit cash 
voucher, the one another employee namely Mr. V. 
Arunachalam has recorded the adjustment of 
agricultural loan No. 53/91 for Rs. 8000. The said 
agricultural loan No. 53/91 pertains to second stage 
loan amount of Rs. 8000 of Mrs. M. Palaniammal which 
was released on the same day i.e. 26-11-91. The debit 
cash agricultural advance voucher No. 53/91 was signed 
by the concerned employee namely Mr. Arunachalam. 
At that time, the concerned employee was the cashier 
disbursing the cash. Further, there was no denomination 
in the back side of the debit cash agricultural voucher. 
Thus, it clearly shows that there was no cash 
disbursement to Mrs. Palaniammal by the concerned 
employee, but the same was adjusted to DBP facility 
enjoyed in the name of Sri G. Radhakrishnan in collusion 
with the Manager. Further, the Manager who was the 
person who granted DBP facility to Sri Radhakrishnan, 
was not a trader but only a jewel appraiser. These 
incidents show that the Manager alone is not 
responsible for all these misdeeds and the concerned 
employee and also other employees of the bank were in 
collusion with the said Manager. Therefore, the Enquiry 
Officer has held that it was proved by substantial 
evidence. v 

9. But, as against this argument, learned counsel 
for the Petitioner argued that though it is alleged that 
Writ Petition filed by the Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam 
was dismissed, it bears no relationship with the charges 
levelled against the concerned employee. Further, the 
Writ Petition was under Article 226. The admitted 
allegations were listed in para 11 of the judgement, basing 
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on which the Writ Petition was dismissed and none of 
them relates to the concerned employee. With regard to 
2nd charge, the Enquiry Officer relied on the xerox copy 
of the purported complaint of Mr. G. Radhakrishnan and 
the said Mr. Radhakrishnan was not examined in the 
domestic enquiry. The Manager to whom it has stated to 
have been addressed was also not examined before the 
domestic enquiry. The alleged original complaint of this 
person was not admittedly in evidence. Further, even in 
the xerox copy of the complaint, the said 
Sri Radhakrishnan has not alleged against the concerned 
employee. It is established that Mrs. Palaniammal 
received the proceeds under the debit cash agricultural 
voucher No. 53/91 in cash signed on its reverse stamped 
receipt. ME20 which is marked in the enquiry namely 
credit cash challan signed by Mr. G. Radhakrishnan, is to 
prove that he having remitted it. Though there is no 
mention about the denomination, such marking of 
denomination is in any event, for the purpose of cashier’s 
convenience for tallying the cash for the day and nothing 
can be taken against the concerned employee. Above 
all, these vouchers have been authenticated by the branch 
officials but no collusion was established with regard to 
these vouchers. Further, there is no clear evidence to 
show that Sri G. Radhakrishnan was name lender and 
except the allegations in the letter which was also not 
established in the enquiry. Though the Respondent 
alleged that DBP facility is meant only for traders, no 
document was produced before the enquiry that it is 
only for the traders and not to others. Further, a perusal 
of DBP register would reveal that most of them were 
given to staff and other customers who are not traders, 
under such circumstances, the allegation made by the 
Respondent/Management that the branch has misused 
the DBP facility is without any substance. Therefore, 
under such circumstances, It cannot be said that the 
charge No. 2 has been proved against the concerned 
employee. Learned counsel for the Petitioner further relied 
on the rulings reported in 1964 STJ 98 MEENGLASS TEA 
ESTATE Vs. WORKMEN wherein it is held that ‘ ‘it is an 
elementary principle that a person who is required to 
answer a charge must know not only the accusation but 
also the testimony by which the accusation is supported. 
He must be given a fair chance to hear the evidence in 
support of the charge and to put such relevant questions 
by way of cross-examination as he desires. Than he must 
be given a chance to rebut the evidence led against 
him. This is the bearest requirement of an enquiry of 
this character and this requirement must be 
substantially fulfilled before the result of enquiry can 
be accepted. A departure from this requirement in effect 
throws the burden upon the person charged to repel the 
charge without first making it out against him. ’’The 
next decision relied on by the learned counsel is AIR 
1959 SC 1111 PHULBARI TEA ESTATE Vs. WORKMEN 
wherein Three Members Bench of the Supreme Court 


have held “ rules of natural justice require that a party 
should have the opportunity of adducing all relevant 
evidence on which he relies that the evidence of 
opponent should be taken in his presence and that he 
should be given the opportunity of cross-examining the 
witnesses examined by that party and that no materials 
should be relied on against him without his being given 
an opportunity of explaining them. ” The next decision 
relied on by the counsel for the Petitioner is 1967 II LU 
149 MANDANNA(A.M.) Vs. DIRECTOR OF MEDICAL 
SERVICES where in the Division Bench of High Court of 
Mysore has held that “the enquiry authority cannot 
merely rely on earlier statements of witnesses in support 
of his conclusions when those witnesses did not appear 
before the enquiry authority, nor did they admit the 
correctness of these statements. So their statements did 
not form part of the record on which dependence could 
be placed in support of the charges. ” He further relied 
on the decision reported in 1978 II LU 437 INDIAN 
AIRLINES AND OTHERS Vs. W.B. CORREYAwherein 
the Division Bench of Madras High Court has held that 
“it has always been recognised that cross-examination 
is the most effective and efficacious test which law has 
devised for the discovery of truth. Consequently any 
impairment of this right , whether deliverately or 
accidentally will have the effect of preventing a person 
who cross-examine from establishing the truth. Equally, 
it is well settled that if a witness has made a 
contemporaneous record of what he has seen or heard 
the same can be used for refreshing his memory in the 
course of his giving evidence. But, certainly a statement 
made by him at the stage of a preliminary enquiry cannot 
be said to be a record made by him of what has happened 
in the present case in contrary to the well established 
principlesXfiat have regulate proceedings before any 
judicial authoHtyjmd even in a domestic enquiry.” 
Relying on all these decisions, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner argued that though MW1 and MW2 have 
deposed before the enquiry that they have taken the 
statements of complainants, the said persons were not 
examined before the domestic enquiry and further, one 
of the witnesses namely Mr. Seetharam Bhat does not 
know Tamil and he has not given any evidence to show 
how he has perused all these things which were in Tamil. 
Under such circumstances, by producing complaints 
given by the accountholders, the Enquiry Officer can 
not come to a conclusion that the charges framed against 
the concerned employee has been proved. Further, the 
counsel for the Petitioner contended that in this case 
MW1 and MW2 alleged to be investigating officers. 
MW3 is the CBI Inspector, but none of them have 
deposed with regard to any collusion or misappropriation 
by the concerned employee, there is no evidence in the 
enquiry about the original statements. Though at the 
time of enquiry, it was stated that original statements 
were under the custody of CBI and there was not even 
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an iota of evidence to prove that these original statements 
were with the CBI. Further, even the available statements 
admitted by the concerned employee were alsd not 
produced before the domestic enquiry. Even the CBI 
Inspector who was examined as MW3 has also not 
deposed that originals are with the CBI. MW2 who has 
initially conducted investigation, further stated that he 
has assisted the other investigation officer namely MW1, 
but MW1 stated that the CBI conducted full inspection 
on 8-10-92 between 11.30 am to 2.30 pm which proves 
that within a short period of three hours, they have 
obtained the statements of accountholders in different 
places which is unbelievable. Further, the statements are 
dated post his inspection. Even in his investigation report 
MW1 has not clearly stated that the concerned employee 
with the collusion of others have made this fraud. But 
before the enquiry, how he has come to the conclusion 
that these frauds of misappropriation were done by the 
concerned employee in collusion with the Manager. He 
cannot improve and could not have, improved on what 
he has stated in his report. Further, the CBI Inspector 
namely MW3 has not recommended for any disciplinary 
proceedings against the concerned employee. Under 
such circumstances, based on the Investigation Officer’s 
(MW1) oral evidence, it cannot be held that the charges 
framed against the concerned employee have been 
proved. Above all, in this case, the concerned employee 
is only a clerk and he has no authority to grant or deal 
with advance and he has carried out the instructions of 
his superior officers which is evident from the passing/ 
authentication of documents and further at that time Mr. 
L. Muruganandam was the Manager and Mr. Narayanan 
was the Accountant and Mr. Venkata Subbu was the 
SCA at the branch. Though the Respondent/Bank has 
taken action against Mr. Muruganandam, they have not 
given any reason for not taking any action against Mr. 
Narayanan or Mr. Venkata Subbu. Further, except one or 
two, no statement says that the concerned employee has 
misappropriated the amounts. Under such circumstances, 
only relying on the alleged complaints made by the 
account holders, who were not examined before the 
domestic enquiry and only basing on the vague 
allegations, it cannot be said that the charges have been 
proved against the concerned employee. Further, the 
statements were given behind the back of the concerned 
employee and the persons who have given statements 
were not cross-examined by the concerned employee 
before the domestic enquiry. Under such circumstances, 
the statements given by the accountholders cannot be 
taken as God spell truth and the Enquiry Officer cannot 
come to a conclusion that by some mere statements, the 
allegations against the concerned employee have been 
proved. Under such circumstances, no reliance can be 
placed on the alleged statements given by the 
accountholders. 

10. I find much force in the contention of the 
learned counsel for the Petitioner because though the 


Supreme Court has held in 2000(4) UJN 598 STATE BANK 
OF INDIA Vs. TARUN KUMAR BANERJEE that ^non- 
examination of complainants, non-production of money, 
non-production of so called confessional statements and 
non-production of any evidence, which may have been 
available, but as far as the evidence tendered by two 
witnesses are concerned who actually saw the incident 
having taken place in the manner referred to earlier, 
the charge of misconduct against the 1st Respondent 
stood proved to guilt and we failed to appreciate as to 
how the Tribunal could have taken any other view and 
a customer of die bank need not be involved in domestic 
enquiry conducted. As such, a course would not be 
conducive do proper banker customer relationship and 
therefore, would not be in the interest of the Bank”, in 
this case, there is no clear allegation against the 
concerned employee and there is no clear evidence by 
the persons examined in the enquiry that the concerned 
employee has been committed the alleged misconducts 
mentioned in the charge sheet. Under such 
circumstances, 1 cannot come to a conclusion that non¬ 
examination of complainants will not be fatal to the case 
of the Respondent. In this case, the persons who had 
examined in domestic enquiry were not eye-witnesses 
for the allegations made in the charge sheet and they 
have alleged to have come to a conclusion from the 
complaints alleged to have been made by the account^ 
holders. Under such circumstances, the accountholders 
must have been examined in the enquiry to prove the 
charges against the concerned employee. But, the 
complainants namely accountholders have not been 
examined to substantiate the charges framed against the 
concerned employee. Therefore, I find the charge framed 
against the concerned employee has not been proved 
with any satisfactory evidence. 

11. With regard to other charge, which relates to 
availing of agricultural loan and jewel loan, it is argued 
on behalf of the Respondent that concerned employee 
has availed jewel loan for more than Rs. 49,300 and it is 
evident that the Branch Manager has power to grant 
loan to the staff only to the tune of Rs. 12000 whereas 
the concerned employee has got Rs. 49,300 sanctioned 
in his name and also in the name of his wife. Thus, it is 
clearly proved that the concerned employee has exercised 
pressure on the Branch Manager to obtain more loan 
amount than the eligibility. It is further argued that the 
concerned employee has availed agricultural jewel loan 
at a concessional rate of interest for which staff member 
of the Respondent/Bank is not entitled to avail.' It is 
further argued on behalf of the Respondent that for the 
same offence, the Manager, Mr. L. Muruganandam was 
also charge-sheeted and also found guilty which the High 
Court has also upheld the same. 

12. But, here again, the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that the discretionary power of 
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Manager, on which the reliance was placed was not in 
evidence before the enquiry proceedings. Even assuming 
for argument sake that the concerned employee has availed 
jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan the same was for 
over a period of two years and on the date of enquiry, 
there was no due in the said loan. Further, there is no 
evidence as to why the concerned employee exerting 
pressure on the Manager. Neither the Manager nor any 
witness was examined to substantiate the alleged pressure 
exerted by the concerned employee. Further, there is no 
documentary proof that agricultural jewel loan cannot be 
availed by the staff and the rate of interest charged on the 
jewel loan for the staff is less than the rate of interest 
charged for agricultural jewel loan. Under such 
circumstances, it cannot be said that the charge against 
the concerned employee was proved. 

13. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner because no substantial evidence 
was produced before the enquiry that the concerned 
employee has exerted pressure on the Manager, the 
Enquiry Officer cannot hold on presumption and because 
of that the concerned employee has availed more than 
Rs. 49,300 as jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan. As 
such, I find this charge was also not proved. 

14. The next charge against the concerned employee 
is that closure of suit filed accounts. The learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that there is clinching 
evidence to support the said charge that the Branch 
Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam sanctioned fresh loan/ 
receiving higher amounts and difference amount was 
misappropriated by the concerned employee with the 
collusion of Manager and other employees. He again relied 
on the statements given by borrowers in the presence of 
investigation officers and argued that it clearly proves 
that the concerned employee in collusion with the other 
clerks namely Sri V. Arunachalam and Sri Subramanian 
has misappropriated the borrowers money. 

15. With regard to this, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that here again, there is no evidence 
except the alleged statements given by borrowers in the 
presence of the investigating officer. As he has already 
argued that MW1 who does not know Tamil has not stated 
how he has testified the statements given by the borrowers. 
The originals of the statements were not produced before 
domestic enquiry. When it is alleged that suit filed accounts 
were paid by the respective borrowers in cash, it was not 
contradicted with any clinching evidence that it was not 
done so.Under such circumstances, the alleged 
misappropriation by the concerned employee in collusion 
with the Manager cannot be said to be proved against the 
concerned employee. 

16. Here again, though the Respondent/Bank relied 
on the Xerox copies of suit filed accounts, all the 
allegations made by the account holders had not been 


testified before the enquiry. Neither the investigating 
officer nor the Enquiry Officer can presume or assume 
things from the statements of account holders. The account 
holders though alleged to have been given statements 
which were behind the back of the concerned '•mployee 
and under such circumstances, the said account holders 
must be examined before the enquiry to substantiate their 
claim. But, I find t! Enquiry Officer presumed certain 
misdeeds alleged k have been done by the concerned 
employee and had come to a wrong conclusion, which, I 
think, is not proper on the part of the Enquiry Officer. 

17. The next charge on the concerned employee is 
that on the implementation of Agricultural Rural Debt Relief 
Scheme (ARDRS) loan accounts of the borrowers were 
credited with relief amount, but not informed to the 
borrowers and when the borrowers were called on the 
branch to close the accounts, the concerned employee 
deliberately concealed the amount of ARDRS credited and 
advised them to remit more than the actual amount due 
and the excess amount so remitted by them was 
misappropriated by the Cashier with the collusion of others 
and they relied on the complaint letters of Sri P. N. 
Ramasamy, Sri M. Ramaiah and Sri Abdul La tiff given to 
the investigation officers and the Respondent/Bank alleged 
that Agri. jewel ledger Account No. 201/87 of Mr. 
N. Ramaiah was done by the concerned employee Mr. 
M. V. Anantharaman and the credit cash voucher AJL 
377/91 dated 21-5-1991 for Rs. 385 pertaining to Mr. 
Ramasamy were prepared by the concerned employee. 
Similarly, the credit cash voucher pertaining to Mr. Abdul 
Latiff was prepared by the concerned employee which will 
prove that the concerned employee is involved in the 
misappropriation with collusion of others. Similarly 
complaint letters of P. Pitchai, P. Suriyan, N. N. Nagarrajan 
and Idumban will clearly show' that the complainants have 
paid more money than the loan outstanding and they were 
misappropriated by the concerned employee with the 
collusion of Mr. Arunachalam and others and further the 
concerned employee also misappropriated the money of 
customers namely Mr. Ramasamy Reddiar, Kanagambal, 
Thandavan, Veeramalai and it is clear that they have not 
received the ARDRS amount and Mr. V. Arunachalam was 
the Cashier on those days and from the investigation 
report, it is clearly established the modus operandi adopted 
by the concerned employee in collusion with other 
employees in misappropriating the ARDRS amount. 

18. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that out of the charges, some of them 
relate to loan accounts remaining outstanding as on 31-8- 
90 and the other charge relates to payment of relief amounts 
to borrowers who closed their loan accounts earlier to 
31-8-90. With regard to all these complaints, there is no 
evidence to support that excess amount has been paid 
which was alleged to have been misappropriated. Except 
the bald allegation in the complaints, there is no substantial 
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evidence to prove this allegation. Further, these statements 
are in Tamil and it cannot be said that MW1 who do not 
know Tamil, how he has come to a conclusion from these 
Tamil statements that the concerned employee has 
misappropriated the said amount. When there is no proof 
that borrowers had paid more than the amount what they 
were liable, either the investigation officer or the Enquiry 
Officer cannot hold that they have paid more than what 
they were liable to pay from the mere allegations made in 
the statement that too behind the back of the concerned 
employee. In such circumstances, without proving the 
statement made by the concerned borrowers are true and 
without proving the allegations made against the 
concerned employee, the Enquiry Offioer cannot come to 
a conclusion that the charges framed against the concerned 
employee in this regard were proved by the investigating 
officers. 

19. Then, again the learned cousel for the 
Respondent contended that the Supreme Court has held 
in 1991ILLN 979 that ‘non-supply of original documents 
will not vitiate the enquiry ’ and in this case the petitioner 
never had any grievance for marking Xerox copies of 
documents during the enquiry proceedings. Further, the 
honesty and integrity of the concened employee is 
seriously in question and therefore, in any event, 
reinstatement can never be granted and the Respondent/ 
Bank has lost confidence in the concerned employee and 
the job in a bank dealing with money requires persons of 
trust and confidence. Since the Respondent/Bank has lost 
confidence in the concerned employee, no order of 
reinstatement can be ordered by this Tribunal. Further, 
the counsel for the Respondent relied on the rulings 
reported in 1970 2 LU 56 BURN & CO. LTD. Vs. ITS 
WORKMAN AND ANOTHER wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that “Labour Court had jurisdiction to see whether 
the board of enquiry had observed the rules of natural 
justice and conducted the enquiry in a manner to which 
no exception could be taken. H these conditions were 
fulfilled and if the standing order of the company entitled 
the board to pass an order of removal from service in case 
of major misdemeanour, it was not within the jurisdiction 
of the Labour Court to order reinstatement of the workman. 
The Supreme Court further held that “it is not for the Labour 
Court to sit in appeal over the board of enquiry with regard 
to second charge and even if the second charge has not 
been proved, then the order of dismissal was good on the 
basis of first charge” and when the enquiry did not affect 
any principles of natural justice, the Labour Court fell into 
an error in exercising its appellate power by coming to a 
different conclusion.” Relying on these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Respondent contended that out of the ten 
charges, even one item of misappropriation is sufficient 
for warranting dismissal of the concerned employee from 
service because of his fiduciary capacity and therefore, 
when the bank has lost confidence over the concerned 
employee, no reinstatement can be ordered by this 


Tribunal. 

20. Though I find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent in this case, from 
the materials produced before this Tribunal and on the 
arguments heard on both sides, I find no charge against 
the concerned employee was proved by any substantial 
evidence and the Enquiry Officer has come to the 
conclusion only on the presumption. Under such 
circumstances, I find the dismissal order passed by the 
Respondent/Management dated 30-3-1996 against the 
concerned employee Sri M.V. Anantharaman is not 
justified. 

PointNo.2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the concerned employee is entitled ? 

21. In view of my finding that the dismissal order 
passed by the Respondent/Management is not justified, I 
find the Petitioner is entitled to the relief claimed. In this 
case, the petitioner claimed reinstatement of the concerned 
employee with effect from the date of his dismissal with all 
consequential benefits. But, with regard to back wages, I 
find the concerned employee is entitled to claim only fifty 
percent of back wages. No Cbsts. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 29th 
July, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

On either side : None 

Documents Marked:— 

For the Petitioner : Nil 


For the Respondent/Management:— 


Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

Ml 

2608-91 

Xerox copy of the debit transfer 
voucher. 

M2 

'26-08-91 

Xerox copy of the credit transfer 
voucher. 

M3 

26-08-91 

Xerox copy of the cash withdrawal 
slip. 

M4 * 

2608-91 

Xerox copy of the debit transfer 
voucher For Rs. 10,000. 

M5 

2608-91 

Xerox copy of the credit transfer 
voucher. 

M6 

2608-91 

Xerox copy of the cash withdrawal 
slip For Rs. 9900. 

M7 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the S. B. Account 
No. 2092 of Sri Velusamy. 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

M8 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the S. B. Account 
No. 2644 of Sri G. Radhakrishnan. 

M9 

13-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash 
voucher for Rs. 15,816. 

M10 

22-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash 
voucher. 

Mil 

09-06-92 

Xerox copy of the SFA 58 voucher 
forRs. 17,108. 

M12 

09-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
72 voucher. 

M13 

11-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash for 
Rs. 14,170, 

M14 

25-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
46 forRs. 9,073. 

M15 

25-06-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash 
voucher for Rs. 13,448. 

M16 

01-08-92 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
57 voucher. 

M17 

01-08-92 

Extract of receiving counter cash 
book. 

M18 

13-06-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 17/92. 

M19 

01-08-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 10/92. 

M20 

10-08-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 68/92. 

M21 

11-06-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 12/92. 

M22 

11-06-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 14/92. 

M23 

19-06-92 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card 
No. 23/92. 

M24 

25-06-92 

Xerox copy of the debit cash Agri 
voucher No 22/92. 

M25 

18-09-90 

Extract of receiving counter 
cash book. 

M26 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the certified copy 
of ledger account. 

M27 

19-09-90 

Extract of receiving counter cash 
book. 

M28 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the certified copy 
of AJL526/90. 

M29 

19-09-90 

Extract of paying counter cash 
book. 

M30 

19-09-90 

Extract of cash scroll. 

M31 

21-09-90 

Extract of cash scroll. 

M32 

21-09-90 

Extract of receiving counter cash 
book. 

M33 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the Agri Card A/c. 
No. 34/90. 

M34 

09-10-90 

Xerox copy of the paying counter 
cash book. 


(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

M35 

30-10-90 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll. 

M36 

12-11-90 

Xerox copy of the transfer scroll. 

M37 

12-11-90 

Xerox copy of the RC cash book 

M38 

18-09-90 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll. 

M39 

25-09-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash Agri 
46/85 voucher. 

M40 

18-09-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash agri 
43/85. 

M41 

19-09-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
80/83. 

M42 

19-09-90 

Xerox copy of the debit cash AJL 
528/90 voucher. 

M43 

21-09-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash agri 
58/85. 

M44 

14-12-91 

Xerox copy of the debit cash agri 
54/91 voucher. 

M45 

14-12-91 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
13/87 voucher. 

M46 

30-10-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
voucher. 

M47 

31-08-90 

Xerox copy of the credit transfer 
voucher. 

M48 

18-09-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash Agri 
No. 27/85 voucher. 

M49 

21-05-91 

Xerox copy of the Debit AJL cash 
voucher. 

M50 

21-05-91 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
No. 390/77. 

M51 

21-11-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
19/84 voucher. 

M52 

21-11-90 

Xerox copy of the debit cash AJL 
668/90 voucher. 

M53 

05-08-91 

Xerox copy of the credit cash SFA 
voucher. 

M54 

19-07-89 

Xerox copy of the cash credit SFA 
No. 16/98. 

M55 

18-12-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
350/85. 

M56 

17-07-91 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
72/85. 

M57 

17-07-91 

Xerox copy of the debit cash AJL 

275/91. 

M58 

21-05-91 

Xerox copy of the credit cash 
sundry creditors voucher. 

M59 

31-08-90 

Xerox copy of the debit transfer 
receivable from Govt. Under DRS 
voucher. 

M60 

12-11-90 

Xerox copy of the credit cash AJL 
153/85. 

M61 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the loan account 
No. AJL 180/91. 

M62 

21-05-90 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll. 
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(1) 

<2) 

Q) 

M63 

13-03-91 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M64 

2001-92 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M65 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the AJL 201/82 
Account 

M66 

28-10-91 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M67 

28-10-91 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M68 

m 

Xerox copy of the ledger account 
SFA16/88 

M69 

m 

Xerox copy of the ledger account 
No. CL 17/91 

M70 

05-08-91 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M71 

27-07-91 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M72 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the AJL No. 201/93 
account 

M73 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the AJL No.'390/77 
account 

M74 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the AJL No. 350/85 
account 

M75 

18-12-90 

Xerox copy of the cash scroll 

M76 

18-12-90 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M77 

M 

Xerox copy of the ledger account 
No. AJL72/85 account 

M78 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the ledger account 
AJL 275/91 account 

M79 

17-07-91 

Xerox copy of the officer’s scroll 

M80 

17-07-91 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M81 

17-07-91 

Xerox copy of the paying counter 
cash book 

M82 

M 

Xerox copy of the ledger-account 
No. 458/82 

M83 

24-04-91 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M84 

2009-91 

Xerox copy of the ledger scroll 

M85 

M 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account SF17/88 

M86 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account AJL 11/88 

M87 

M 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account AJL 479/82 

M88 

M 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account AJL 19/84 

M89 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account AJL 668/90 

M90 

21-11-90 

Xerox copy of the manager’s scroll 

M91 

21-11-90 

Xerox copy of the paying counter 
cash 

M92 

21-11-90 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 


(1) 

(2) 

<3) 

M93 

ND 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account AJL 152/85 

M94 

NO 

Xerox copy of the AJL 152/85 

M95 

13-11-90 

Xerox copy of the receiving 
counter cash book 

M96 

13-11-90 

Xerox copy of the payment 
counter cash book 

M97 

ND 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
crop loan No. 2/91 

M98 

ND 

Xerox copy of the statement of 
account of Sri P. Chellappa 

M99 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the ledger folio AJL 
No. 463/91 

M100 

ND 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M101 

30-03-96 

Xerox copy of the proceedings of 
hearing 

M1Q2 

10-11-92 

Xerox copy of the suspension 
s order issued to Sri . M. V. 
Anantharaman 

M1Q3 

1005-93 

Xerox copy of the Charge Sheet 
issued to Sri M. V. Anantharaman 

M104 

01-02-94 

Xerox copy of the additional 
Charge Sheet issued to Sri M. V. 
Anantharaman 

M1G5 

2901-96 

Xerox copy of the Presenting 
Officer’s written brief 

M106 

11-03-% 

Xerox copy of the show cause cum 
personal notice Enclosing 
findings of Enquiry Officer 

M107 

3003-% 

Xerox copy of the original order 
of punished issued to Sri M. V. 
Anantharaman 

M1G8 

2404-% 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred 
by Sri M. V. Anantharaman 

M1G9 

27-07-% 

Xerox copy of the notice of 
personal hearing issued by 
Appellate Authority 

M110 

1908-% 

Xerox copy of the proceedings of 
personal hearing before 
Appellate Authority 

Mill 

1908-% 

Xerox copy of the written 
submissions made by Sri M. V. 
Anantharaman before Appellate 
Authority 

Ml 12 

1709-% 

Xerox copy of the appellate order 

M113 

01-10-92 

Xerox copy of the investigation 
report of Sri H.L. Sitaraman Bhat 
and Sri N. Dhinakaran 

Ml 14 

02-11-92 

Xerox copy of the investigation 


report with enclosures of Sri H. L. 
Sitaraman Bhat 
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[7T. TT^T-12012/225/1998-3^ SIR Oft-ll)] 
#. J 1* J 1I^R U 1, 3RR Ttfe 
New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1746.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Ref. No. 99/ 
2001) of the Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal -cum- Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Indian Overseas Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government 
on 10-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/225/1998-IR(B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 29th July, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 99/2001 
(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 49/99) 

(In the matter of dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Indian Overseas Bank, and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The Vice President, : 1st Party/Claimant 

All India Overseas Bank 
Employees Union, 

Chennai 

AND 

The Chairman-cum-Managing II Party/Respondent 
Director 

Indian Overseas Bank Chennai 
APPEARANCE: 

For the Claimant : Mr. C.R. Chandrasekaran, 
Advocate 

For the Management: M/s. N.G.R. Prasad, 

Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-12012/225/1998-IR(B-II)dated 
17-2-99/09-03-99 has earlier referred this industrial dispute 
to Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal for adjudication. 
The Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal has taken the 
same on its file as I.D. No. 49/99 and after the constitution 
of this Central Govt Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
the said industrial dispute was transferred to this Tribunal 
and after the receipt of records of this dispute, it was re¬ 
numbered as I.D. No. 99/2001 and issued notices to both 
sides and both sides entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their claim statement and counter 
statement respectively. 

2. The schedule mentioned in the order of reference 
is hereunder:— 

“Whether the dismissal order dated 30-03-1996 
issued by the management of Indian Overseas Bank, 
Chennai against the workman Shri S. Subramanian is 
justified ? If not, what relief is he entitled to?” 

3. The allegations in the amended Claim Statement of 
the Petitioner Union are briefly as follows :— 

The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of Sri S. 
Subramanian, who was working as a clerk from 19-12-1984 
in the Respondent/Bank on permanent basis and he was 
attached to Nachalur Branch and he was suspended on 
10-11-92 stating inter-alia that he had committed certain 
acts of commission and omission which are prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank. He was served with first charge 
sheet dated 10-5-93 and subsequently an additional charge 
sheet dated 1-2-94 was issued. The First charge sheet 
contains five charges and the additional charge sheet 
contains also four charges. All the charges in these charge 
sheets are vague and not precise rendering themselves 
not amenable for effective defence. All the alleged letters 
(complaints) were taken from the persons who are alleged 
to be account holders. But, they were not witnesses at the 
enquiry to speak about their identity and veracity of the 
contents of such letters. In respect of the first charge, a 
cheque for Rs. 12,000was purchased under DBP No. 207/ 
91 dated 9-9-91 by the branch for Sri G. Radhakrishnan, 
who was Jewel Loan Appraiser at the branch and proceeds 
were credited to his S.B. Account No. 2644, but there was 
no evidence at the enquiry that the workman had anything 
to do with any of these two transactions much less for the 
purpose of misappropriation of a sum of Rs. 8000. With 
regard to charge No. 3, annexure attached to charge sheet 
does not contain any vital details such as CL account Nos., 
suit filed account number, the dates when the suit filed 
accounts were sanctioned and date of their closures or 
date of granting of loans for the purpose of closure of suit 
filed accounts. With regard to charge No. 2, there was no 
witness at the enquiry to speak in favour of the charge 
alleging that the workman and Manager misappropriated a 
sum of Rs. 51,479. As regard charge No. 5 one 
Mr. Varadarajan nor Mr. L. Muruganandam was a witness 
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to the enquiry. There was no evidence in the enquiry to 
establish that from the proceeds of Rs. 10,000 the jewel 
loan account No. 135/91 of Sri Subramanian was closed. 
Further, the CBI inspector could not say anything against 
the workman in regard to these two chargesheets. Further, 
he has had no case for prosecution against the workman 
and he has left it to the management of the bank to examine 
whether they should employ provision of disciplinary 
action against the workman. In regard to charges 1 and 2 in 
the Annexure A & B to chargesheet, the charges are 
patently vague and of conclusion arrived at are totally 
perverse. Again, there is no document to establish these 
charges. With regard to Charge No. 3 of the additional 
chargesheet, Mr. A. Govindaraj, the complainant was not a 
witness during the enquiry to speak that he paid a sum of 
Rs. 15,513 on the basis of Sri M.V. Anantharaman’s advise 
to him. Charge No. 4 in the additional charge sheet is a 
repetition of one of the accounts in first charge sheet. All 
these transactions relate to decisions made by the then 
Manager and conveyed to workman for their execution 
which the workman carried out. Under such circumstances, 
it cannot be held as connivance or collusion with the 
Manager. Further, all these instances relate invariably to 
1985 and 1986 whereas all these complaints have been taken 
in October, 1992 or thereabout. Further, the alleged 
complaint letters were given in September/October, 1992 
and this itself shows that the management conspired to 
punish the workman for no fault of his. Therefore, the 
enquiry was not fairly conducted nor was it free of bias 
against the workman. It is clear that the Presenting Officer 
and the Enquiry Officer have behind the back of workman 
connived with each other against the workman to hold him 
guilty of the charges. They have reduced the enquiry to a 
mere empty formality and farce. Further, one other 
circumstance, which proves that enquiry is a farce one, is 
that on the very date, i.e. when the concerned employee 
has submitted his reply to the second show cause notice 
the Disciplinary Authority passed the order dismissing 
the workman concerned from service. It is clearly proved 
that the Disciplinary Authority has predetermined the issue. 
It is not specifically stated as to how much amount was 
loss on account of the alleged misappropriation made by 
the workman and the appellate order was passed without 
any application of mind. The CBI witness has admitted by 
implication that he did not make any independent 
investigation but relied on Mrs. Sitram Bhat’s inspection 
reports. All the alleged complainants in respect of all the 
charges in both chargesheets were not brought to the 
enquiry to speak about their complaints especially all of 
them are proven, wilful and chronic defaulters to establish 
the credence of their complaints. Almost all the documents 
are photocopies of the alleged originals and many of them 
have not been furnished to the workman either at the 
enquiry proceedings or any other time. Hence, the 
Disciplinary Authority relying on them for his conclusion 
and the resultant imposition of punishment are perverse 
and against the principles of natural justice. Further, the 
Disciplinary Authority has perversely concluded in his 


findings that the borrowers of ARDRs benefits did not 
receive intimation from the branch sent by ordinary post. 
The evidence of MW-1 cannot be deserved to be relied 
upon and therefore, it is non-existent. There is no order 
from the Disciplinary Authority for change of Enquiry 
Officer which is irregular and not proper. Further, the 
Enquiry Officer relied on the writings on the back side of 
the vouchers. Any mention of adjustments on the reverse 
of any voucher cannot acquire any meaning unless the 
person involved has to say some thing about them and the 
workman concerned had an opportunity to rebut them and 
that too was within a reasonable time. But, in this case the 
eqniry was conducted after a long lapse of time and no 
opportunity was given to the delinquent employee. In view 
of the above reasons, the order of dismissal dated 30-3-96 
issued by the Respondent/Bank management against the 
concerned employee is not justified. Hence, the Petitioner 
Union prays that an award may be passed for reinstatement 
and consequential benefits as prayed for. 

4. As against this the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that the concerned employee while 
working as clerk/shroff at Nachalur branch df the 
Respondent/Bank, the Petitioner dishonestly and 
fraudulently withdraw from S.B. Account of one 
Mr. Radhakrishnan and also misappropriated a sum of 
Rs. 1,10,000 in collusion with Mr. L. Muruganandam, 
Manager of the branch. Further a sum of Rs. 51,479 
remitted by the borrowers towards their dues under suit 
filed account was also misappropriated by Mr. Subramanian 
in collusion with the Branch Manager. Mr. Subramanian 
also has got four loans granted by the Manager to 
accommodate four borrowers and he also exercised pressure 
on Branch Manager and got jewel loan sanctioned in his 
name. He also got sanctioned another AJL No. 638/90 
knowing fully well that he was not eligible for the same. 
Mr. Subramanian had also fraudulently and dishonestly 
availed of bill purchase facility (DBP) in the name of one 
Mr. Varadarjan. The claimant also misappropriated a sum 
of Rs. 11,388 and other sum of Rs. 10,000 from out of 
agricultural debt relief scheme instead of giving the benefit 
to the respective borrowers. Further a sum of Rs, 2782 was 
misappropriated by him in respect of crop loan No. 2/91 of 
one Mr. A. Govindarajan and another sum of Rs. 3908 from 
out of crop loan No. 101/86 of Mrs. P. Jayanathi. As all 
these facts amounted to gross misconduct in terms of para 
17.5(d) and 17.5(j) of Bipartite Settlement between the 
Respondent/Bank and its workmen, the Disciplinary 
Authority issued charge sheet dated 10-5-93 to the 
Petitioner and also an additional charge sheet dated 
1-2-1994 and an enquiry was held into both the 
chargesheets and in the enquiry all the charges were held 
as proved. Hence, the Disciplinary Authority by an order 
dated 30-3-96 dismissed the Petitioner from service and. the 
appeal preferred by the Petitioner to Appellate Authority 
was also dismissed on 17-9-96. The Petitioner was given 
every opportunity to disprove the charges by examining 
witnesses and produced documents in his favour. But, the 
concerned employee having chosen not to examine any 
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witness on his behalf and therefore, he cannot take 
advantage of the same to his benefits. It is false to allege 
that the charge sheets were issued with ulterior motive. 
The charges were proved by the documentary and oral 
evidences and hence, there is no need for examining the 
complainants as witnesses who are account holders. There 
was ample, sufficient, vital and legal evidence in the enquiry 
tQ establish the charges against the concerned employee 
and the concerned employee has not brought any evidence 
to disprove the charges. The findings arrived at by the 
Enquiry Officer were based on clinching oral and 
documentary evidence. Further, it is established in the 
enquiry that Mr. G. Radhakrishnan has only lent his name 
in respect of purchase of cheques. It is also proved by 
documentary evidence that the concerned employee has 
misappropriated the amount of Rs. 1,10,000 along with the 
Manager and other staff for the benefit of them or persons 
known to them and the above charge was fully 
proved. Further, it is also proved that a sum of Rs. 43,502 
remitted by the borrowers towards their dues under suit 
filed accounts had been misappropriated by the concerned 
employee and the Manager. It is denied that the 
complainants were being pressurised to give complaints 
against the concerned employee. The cheque for Rs. 10,000 
was purchased by the branch on 18-2-92 on account of Sri 
Varadarajan and sum of Rs. 8238 was withdrawn and the 
same was utilised to close the jewel loan of the concerned 
employee. The case of the Respondent/Management is 
that the concerned employee, Sri V. Arunachalam and Sri 
Muruganandam in connivance committed the above 
misconduct. The decision of CBI not to initiate the criminal 
proceedings will not be bar for conducting domestic 
enquiry proceedings. Mere non-prosecution of the 
Petitioner and others by CBI does not itself exonerate them 
from misconduct committed by them. Since the concerned 
employee has misappropriated substantial sum of money 
from the bank and therefore, the bank had to issue 
chargesheets to the concerned, employee. Further, the 
concerned employee has misappropriated a sum of 
Rs. 11,388 in collusion with Mr. M.V. Anantharaman, 
cashier and L Murugananam, Manager and this charge 
was proved by oral and documentary evidence in the 
enquiry. With regard to non-examination of complainants 
is not tenable because their letters were marked as 
management exhibits through the persons who had 
received and the involvement of the concerned employee 
is fully proved in the domestic enquiry. No doubt, the 
charge No. 4 is a repetition and the Enquiry Officer himself 
has held that it is a repetition of earlier charge and not 
discussed the same and held that it is already proved in the 
eariler chargesheet dated 10-5-93. As such, no prejudice 
would be caused to the concerned employee. The appellate 
order is a speaking order and in each charge the loss caused 
to the bank is specifically mentioned and at last, it is 
generally observed as substantial loss to justify the 
punishment of dismissal. It is false to allege that the Enquiry 
Officer and Presenting Officer acted jointly against the 
concerned employee. The concerned employee has not 


raised any objection to the annexure to the findings at the 
time of show cause notice issued to him. Further, he has 
not stated what prejudice has caused to him by the 
enclosure to the findings. No doubt, it is true that some of 
the documents were marked as Xerox copies. But the 
concerned employee has not objected to the same for 
marking as management exhibits at the time of enquiry and 
therefore, he cannot now question the validity of evidence 
at this stage. Further, all the documents were perused by 
the concerned employee and the same were marked as 
exhibits. It was not disputed while marking the said 
documents as management exhibits. Mr. D. 
Balasubramanian was appointed as Enquiry Officer purely 
on administrative reasons. It is also clear that the concerned 
employee has participated and co-operated in the enquiry 
proceedings till the appellate order was passed. As such, 
he cannot question the validity of the enquiry proceedings 
at this stage. Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent 
prays that the claim may be dismissed with costs. 

5. In such circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the dismissal order dated 30-3-96 
issued by the Respondent/Management against 
the concerned employee Sri S. Subramanian is 
justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief, is he entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

6. The admitted facts ol in this case are that the 
Petitioner Sri S. Subramanian was employed as a clerk 
in Nachallur branch of the Respondent/Bank. When 
the incident took place and at that time one 
Mr. L. Muruganandam was the Manager and concerned 
employee in I.D. No. 91/2001 one Mr. V. Arunachalam and 
the concerned employee in I.D. No. 100/2001 one 

^Mr. M.V. Anantharaman were employed as clerks and they 
were exchanging duties as clerk and cashiers. It is also 
admitted that two chargesheets were issued to the 
concerned employee. The first chargesheet dated 10-5-93 
which contains five charges and 2nd charge sheet dated 
1-2-94 which contains four charges in which a departmental 
enquiry was held and the Petitioner was dismissed on 
30-3-96. Out of the five charges on the 1st chargesheet 
dated 10 : 5-93 issued to the concerned employee in this 
dispute, charge No. 1 has been stated as not proved. 

7. On behalf of the petitioner, it is contended that 
the two chargesheets are vague and not precise and no 
witnesses (complainants) were examined to speak about 
their complaints alleged to have been given by them and 
therefore, the complaints given by the alleged account 
holders cannot be treated as evidence at the enquiry and 
there is no proof of collusion between the concerned 
employee and the Manager Sri L. Muruganandam. Further, 
on the side of the management, no attempt was made at the 
enquiry to prove the collusion. The alleged nexus between 
the Manager and other Clerks to misappropriate the amount 
has not been proved. Further, there was no evidence at the 
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enquiry that the workman can do anything with any 
transaction much less misappropriation of the alleged 
funds of Rs. 51,479/- or other sums. Further, no original 
document was produced before the enquiry or before the 
Tribunal to prove that the concerned employee having 
misappropriated any sum in collusion with the Manager 
Mr. L. Muruganandam and it is also not established by the 
Management with regard to the charge of misappropriation. 
It is also alleged by the Petitioner that CBI Inspector could 
not say anthing against the workman in regard to the 
charges namely collusion, connivance and other frauds. It 
is also not proved that account holders have remitted more 
than the amounts mentioned in vouchers especially with 
regard to ARDRs and therefore, the finding that the charges 
have been proved except charge No.l is baseless and 
without any proof and therefore, the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer and the order of Appellate Authority are perverse 
and only passed to victimize the concerned employee. 

8. As against this, on behalf of the Respondent it is 
contended that the Manager of Nachallur branch was 
dismissed on 30-4-96 from service after departmental 
enquiry in respect of certain charges in which the Concerned 
employees also involved. The said Mr. L. Muruganandam 
challenged the order of dismissal before the High COtift in 
W.P. No. 17447/96, which was dismissed by High CoUfr oft 

8- 1-2002 on merits and some of the objections made by the 
concerned employee in this industrial dispute were also 
taken by the said Mr. L. Muruganandam and it was 
considered by the High Court and held against the said 
Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam. In this background, this 
industrial dispute has to be considered. Further, prior to 
charge sheeting of the concerned employee, there was a 
thorough investigation conducted by Mr. H.L. Sitaram Bhat 
and Mr. N. Dhinakaran, they have also submitted a detailed 
investigation report along with complaints, vouchers, 
demand promissory notes as annexures. The said 
investigation officers were examined in the domestic 
enquiry and the inspection report was also marked in the 
enquiry proceedings. Though the charge No. 1 of the first 
charge sheet has been held as not proved with regard to 
other charges, it has been clearly established that the guilt 
against the concerned employee has been proved. One of 
the charges relates to misusing of DBP facility. The charge 
is that a cheque for Rs. 12,000 was purchased by the 
Nachallur branch under DBP No. 207/91 dated 9-9-91 on 
behalf of one Sri G. Radhakrishnan, who was Jewel loan 
Appraiser of the same branch but on the same day i.e. on 

9- 9-91 the amount of Rs. 11,957 was credited to S.B. account 
No. 2644 of Mr. Radhakrishnan after commission. But the 
said Sri Radhakrishnan by his letter denied that he ever 
availed any DBP facility and on investigation, the 
investigating officers came to the conclusion that DBP 
facility was not availed by the said Mr. Radhakrishanan 
and it was misused by the branch in in the name of 
Mr. Radhakrishanan and the said Mr. Radhakrishnan had 
acted only as a name lender. Further, it shows that the 
above DBP facility was realised based on cash payment 
only on 26-11-91 and not based on realisation of cheque 


which was purchased by the branch. Further, on the reverse 
of the credit cash voucher, the one another employee 
namely Mr. V. Arunachalam has recorded the adjustment 
of agricultural loan No. 53/91 for Rs. 8000, The said 
agricultural loan No. 53/91 pertains to second stage loan 
amount of Rs. 8000 of Mrs. M Palaniammal which was 
released on the same day i.e. 26-11-91. The debit cash 
agricultural advance voucher No. 53/91 was signed by the 
concerned employee namely Mr. Arunachalam. At that 
time, the concerned employee was the cashier disbursing 
the cash. Further, there was no denomination in the back 
side of the debit cash agricultural voucher. Thus, it clearly 
shows that there was no cash disbursement to Mrs. 
Palaniammal by concerned employee, but the same was 
adjusted to DBP facility enjoyed in the name of Sri G. 
Radhakrishanan, ifi collusion with the Manager. Further, 
the Manager who was the person who granted DBP facility 
to Sri Radhakrishnan was not a trader but only a jewel 
apprti&r. These incidents shows that the Manager alone 
is not responsible for all these misdeeds and the concerned 
employee and also other employees of the bank were in 
collusion with the said Manager. Therefore, the Enquiry 
Officer has held that it was proved by substantial evidence. 

9. But, as against this argument, learned counsel for 
the Petitioner argued that though it is alleged that Writ 
Petition filed by the Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam was 
dismissed, it bears no relationship with the charges levelled 
against the concerned employee. Further, the Writ Petition 
was under Article 226. The admitted allegations were listed 
in para 11 of the judgement, basing on which the Writ 
Petition was dismissed and Hope of them relates to the 
concerned employee. With regard to 2nd charge, the 
Enquiry Officer relied on the xerox copy of the purported 
complaint of Mr. G. Radhakrishanan and the said 
Mr. Radhakrishanan was pot examined in the domestic 
enquiry. The Manager to whom it has stated to have been 
addressed was also not examined before the domestic 
enquiry. The alleged original complaint of this person was 
not admittedly in evidence. Further, even in the xerox copy 
of the complaint, the said Sri Radhakrishanan has not 
alleged against the concerned employee. It is established 
that Mrs. Palaniammal received the proceeds under the 
debit cash agricultural voucher No. 53/91 in cash signed 
on its reverse stamped receipt. ME20 which is marked in 
the enquiry namely credit cash challan signed by Mr. G. 
Radhakrishanan, is to prove that he having remitted it. 
Though there is no mention about the denomination, such 
marking of denomination is in any everit, for the purpose 
of cashier’s convenience for tallying the cash for the day 
and nothing can be taken against the concerned employee. 
Above all, these vouchers have been authenticated by the 
branch officials but no collusion was established with 
regard to these vouchers. Further, there is no clear evidence 
to show that Sri. G. Radhakrishanan was name lender and 
except the allegations in the letter which was also not 
established in the enquiry. Though the Respondent alleged 
that DBP facility is meant only for traders, no document 
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was produced before the enquiry that it is only for the 
traders and not to others. Further, a perusal of DBP register 
would reveal that most of them were given to staff and 
other customers who are not traders, under such' 
circumstances, the allegation made by the Respondent/ 
Management that the branch has misused the DBP facility 
is without any substance. Therefore, under such 
circumstances, it cannot be said that the charge No.2 has 
been proved against the concerned employee. Learned 
counsel for the Petitioner further relied on the rulings 
reported in 1964 STJ 98 MEENGLASS TEAESTATE Vs. 
WORKMEN wherein it is held that “it is an elementary 
principle that a person who is required to answer a charge 
must know not only the accusation but also the testimony 
by which the accusation is supported He must be given a 
fair chance to hear the evidence in support of the charge 
and to put such relevant questions by way of cross 
examination as he desires. Then he must be given a chance 
to rebut the evidence led against him. This is the bearjest 
requirement of enquiry of this character and this 
requirement must be substantially fulfilled' before the 
result of enquiry can be accepted. A departure from this 
requirement in effect throws the burden upon the person 
charged to repel the charge without first making it out 
against him. ” The next decision relied on by the learned 
counsel is AIR 1959 SC 1 111 PHULBARI TEA ESTATE 
Vs. WORKMEN wherein Three Members Bench of the 
Supreme Court have held “rules of natural justice require 
that a party should have the opportunity of adducing all 
relevant evidence on which he relies that the evidence of 
opponent should be taken in his presence and that he 
should be given the opportunity of cross examining the 
witnesses examined by that party and that no materials 
should be relied on against him without his being given 
an opportunity of explaining them. ” The next decision 
relied on by the counsel for the Petitioner is 1967IILU 149 
MANDANNA (AM.) Vs. DIRECTOR OF MEDICAL 
SERVICES wherein the Division Bench of High Court of 
Mysore has held that “the enquiry authority cannot merely 
rely on earlier statements of witnesses in support of his 
conclusions when those witnesses did not appear before 
the enquiry authourity, nor did they admit the correctness 
of these statements. So their statements did not form part 
of the record on which dependence could be placed in 
support of the charges. ” He further relied on the decision 
reported in 1978 II LU 437 INDIAN AIRLINES AND 
OTHERS Vs. W.B. CORREYAwherein the Division Bench 
of Madras High Court has held that “it has always been 
recognised that cross examination is the most effective 
and efficacious test which law has devised for the discovery 
of truth. Consequently any impairment of this right, 
whether deliberately or accidentally will have the effect 
of preventing a person who cross examine from 
establishing the truth. Equally, it is well settled that if a 
witness has made a contemporaneous record of what he 
has seen or heard the same can be used for refreshing his 
memory in the course of his giving evidence. But, certainly 
a statement made by him at the stage of a preliminary 


enquiry cannot be said to be a record made by him of 
what has happened in the present case in contrary to the 
well established principles that have to regulate 
proceedings before any judicial authority and even in a 
domestic enquiry. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Petitioner argued that though MW1 and 
MW2 have deposed before the enquiry that they have 
taken the statements of complainants, the said persons 
were not examined before the domestic enquiry and further, 
one of the witnesses namely Mr. Seetharam Bhat does not 
know Tamil and he has not given any evidence to show 
how he has perused all these things which were in Tamil. 
Under such circumstances, by producing complaints given 
by the accountholders, the Enquiry Officer cannot come to 
a conclusion that the charges framed against the concerned 
employee has been proved. Further, the counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that in this case MW1 and MW2 
alleged to be investigating officers. MW3 is the CBI 
Inspector, but none of them have deposed with regard to 
any collusion or misappropriation by the concerned 
employee, there is no evidence in the enquiry about the 
original statements. Though at the time of enquiry, it was 
stated that original statements were under the custody of 
CBI and there was not even an iota of evidence to prove 
that these original statements were with the CBI. Further, 
even the available statements admitted by the concerned 
employee were also not produced before the domestic 
enquiry. Even the CBI Inspector who was exclaimed as 
MW3 has also not deposed that originals are with the CBI. 
MW2 who has initially conducted investigation, further 
stated that he has assisted the other investigation officer 
namely MW1, but MW1 stated that the CBI conducted full 
inspection on 8-10-92 between 11.30 am to 2.30 pm which 
proves that within a short period of three hours, they have 
obtained the statements of account holders in different 
places which is unbelievable. Further, the statements are 
dated post his inspection. Even in his investigation report 
MW1 has not clearly stated that the concerned employee 
with the collusion of others have made this fraud. But before 
the enquiry, how he has come to the conclusion that these 
frauds of misappropriation were done by the concerned 
employee in collusion with the Manager. He cannot improve 
and could not have improved on what he has stated in his 
report. Further, the CBI Inspector namely MW3 has not 
recommended for any disciplinary proceedings against the 
concerned employee. Under such circumstances, based 
on the investigation officer’s (MW1) oral evidence, it 
cannot be held that the charges framed against the 
concerned employee have been proved. Above all, in this 
case, the concerned employee is only a clerk and he has ho 
authority to grant or deal with advance and he has carried 
out the instructions of his superior officers which is evident 
from the passing/authentication of documents and further 
at that time Mr. L. Muruganandam was the Manager and 
Mr. Narayanan was the Accountant and Mr. Venkata Subbu 
was the SCA at the branch. Though the Respondent/Bank 
has taken action against Mr. Muruganandam, they have 
not given any reason for not taking any action against 
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Mr. Narayanan or Mr. Venkata Subbu. Further, except one 
or two, no statement says that the concerned employee 
has misappropriated the amounts. Under such 
circumstances, only relying on the alleged complaints made 
by the account holders, who were not examined before the 
domestic enquiry and only basing on the vague allegations, 
it cannot be said that the charges have been proved against 
the concerned employee. Further, the statements were 
given behind the back of the concerned employee and the 
persons who have given statements were not cross 
examined by the concerned employee before the domestic 
enquiry. Under such circumstances, the statements given 
by the account holders cannot be taken as God spell truth 
and the Enquiry Officer cannot come to a conclusion that 
by some mere statements, the allegations against the 
concerned employee have been proved. Under such 
circumstances, no reliance can be placed on the alleged 
statements given by the account holders. 

10. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner because though' the Supreme 
Court has held in 2000 (4) LLN598 STATE BANK OF INDIA 
Vs. TARUN KUMAR BANERJEE that “ non-examination 
of complainants, non-production of money, non- 
production of so called confessional statements and non¬ 
production of any evidence, which may have been 
available, but as far as the evidence tendered by two 
witnesses are concerned who actually saw the incident 
having taken place in the manner referred to earlier, the 
charge of misconduct against the 1st Respondent stood 
proved to guilt and we failed to appreciate as to how the 
Tribunal could have taken any other view and a customer 
of the bank need not be involved in domestic enquiry 
conducted. As such, a course would not be conducive do 
proper banker customer relationship and therefore, would 
not be in the interest of the bank ”, in this case, there is no 
clear allegation against the concerned employee and there 
is no clear evidence by the persons examined in the enquiry 
that the concerned employee has been committed the 
alleged misconducts mentioned in the chargesheet. Under 
such circumstances, I cannot come to a conclusion that 
non-examination of complainants will not be fatal to the 
case of the Respondent. In this case, the persons who had 
examined in domestic enquiry were not eye witnesses for 
the allegations made in the chargesheet and they have 
alleged to have come to a conclusion from the complaints 
alleged to have been made by the accountholders. Under 
such circumstances, the accountholders must have been 
examined in the -enquiry to prove the charges against the 
concerned employee. But, the complainants namely 
accountholders have not been examined to substantiate 
the charges framed against the concerned employee. 
Therefore, I find the charge framed against the concerned 
employee has not been proved with any satisfactory 
evidence. 

11. With regard to other charge, which relates to 
availing of agricultural loan and jewel loan, it is argued on 
behalf of the Respondent that concerned employee has 


availed jewel loan for more than Rs. 31,850/- and it is evident 
that the Branch Manager has power to grant loan to the 
staff only to the time of Rs. 12,000/- whereas the concerned 
employee has got Rs. 31,850/- sanctioned in his name. 
Thus, it is clearly proved that the concerned employee has 
exercised pressure on the Branch Manager to obtain more 
loan amount than the eligibility. It is further argued that the 
concerned employee has availed agricultural jewel loan at 
a concessional rate of interest for which staff member of 
the Respondent/Bank is not entitled to avail. It is further 
argued on behalf of the Respondent that for the same 
offence, the Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam was also 
charge sheeted and also found guilty which the High Court 
has also upheld the same. 

12. But, here again, the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that the discretionary power of 
Manager, on which the reliance was placed was not in 
evidence before the enquiry proceedings. Even assuming 
for argument sake that the concerned employee bas availed 
jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan, the same was for 
over a period of two years and on the date of enquiry, there 
was no due in the said loan. Further, there is no evidence 
as to why the concerned employee exerting pressure on 
the Manager. Neither the Manager not any witness was 
examined to substantiate the alleged pressure exerted by 
the concerned employee. Further, there is no documentary 
proof that agricultural jewel loan cannot be availed by the 
staff and the rate of interest charged on the jewel loan for 
the staff is less that the rate of interest charged for 
agricultural jewel loan. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be said that the charge against the concerned employee 
was proved. 

13. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner because no substantial evidence 
was produced before the enquiry that the concerned 
employee has exerted pressure on the Manager, the Enquiry 
Officer cannot hold on presumption and because of that 
the concerned employee has availed more than Rs. 31,850/- 
as jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan. As such, I find 
this charge was also not proved. 

14. The next charge against the concerned employee 
is that closure of suit filed accounts. The learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that there is clinching 
evidence to support the said charge that the Branch 
Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam sanctioned fresh loan/ 
receiving higher amounts and difference amount was 
misappropriated by the concerned employee with collusion 
of Manager and other employees. He again relied on the 
statements given by borrowers in the presence of 
investigation officers and argued that it clearly proves that 
the concerned employee in collusion with the other clerks 
namely Sri M.V. Anantharaman and Sri Arunachalam has 
misappropriated the borrowers money. 

15. With regard to this, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that here again, there is no evidence 
except the alleged statements given by borrowers in the 
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presence of the investigating officer. As he has already 
argued that MW1 who does not know Tamil has not stated 
how he has testified the statements given by the borrowers. 
The originals of the statements were not produced before 
domestic enquiry. When it is alleged that suit filed accounts 
were paid by the respective borrowers in cash, it was not 
contradicted with any clinching evidence that it was not 
done so. Under such circumstances, the alleged 
mis appropriation by the concerned employee in collusion 
with the Manager cannot be said to be proved against the 
concerned employee. 

16. Here again, though the Respondent/Bank relied 
on the Xerox copies of suit filed accounts, all the allegations 
made by the account holders had not been testified before 
the enquiry. Neither the investigating officer nor the Enquiry 
Officer can presume or assume things from the statements 
of account holders. The account holders though alleged 
to have been given statements which were behind the back 
of the concerned employee and under such circumstances, 
the said account holders must be examined before the 
enquiry to substantiate their claim. But, I find the Enquiry 
Officer presumed certain misdeeds alleged to have been 
done by the concerned employee and had come to a wrong 
conclusion, which, I think, is not proper on the part of the 
Enquiry Officer. 

17. The next charge against the concerned employee 
is that the concerned employee in collusion with the 
Manager Sri L. Muruganandam and Sri Arunachalam 
purchased a cheque for Rs. 10,000 on 18-2-1992 on account 
of one Mr. Varadharajan and from that account a sum of 
Rs. 8238 was withdrawn and the sum was utilized to close 
the jewel loan account No. 135/91 of the concerned 
employee. Further, on 4-5-1992 another jewel loan for 
Rs. 10,000 was sanctioned to concerned employee and the 
amount was utilised to recover the amount due under DBF 
purchased on 18-2-1992. 

18. For this, learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that no complaint was made by Mr. Varadharajan 
or any other person. No doubt, DBP is a transfer entry and 
Mr. Varadharajan withdrew from S.B. AccountNo. 2115 a 
sum of Rs.10,000 by cash and the bank cannot complaint 
that the amount has been taken by the concerned employee 
with the collusion of the Manager and Mr. Arunachalam 
and utilised the same for discharging the jewel loan of Mr. 
Subramaniam. Further, even assuming for argument sake 
that Mr. Varadharajan has given the amount to discharge 
the jewel loan, the Respondent/Bank cannot question the 
customer’s action to make use of proceeds with regard to 
DBP and the allegation made by the Respondent/Bank is 
only on presumption or assumption. 

19. But, again, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that the management document ME 25 shows 
that Rs. 9970 was credited to the account of Mr. 
Varadharajan after deducting commission of Rs. 27/-. 


Document No. ME 26 is copy of withdrawal slip of Mr. 
Varadharajan and it was signed by Mr. Varadharajan on 
18-2-1992 namely on the same day. On the back side of the 
said document, the concerned employee has written the 
denomination, which shows the jewel loan account No. 
135/91 which belongs to concerned employee. From this it 
is clear that concerned employee has not paid Rs. 8238 to 
Mr. Varadharajan and the DBP facility was only availed in 
the name of Mr. Varadharajan to close the jewel loan of Sri 
S. Subramaniam. It is also clear that the jewel loan was 
closed by Sri S. Subramaniam on 18-2-1992 itself and on 
the reverse of the credit voucher, Mr. Subramanian 
mentioned the S.B. Account No. 2115 which belongs to 
Mr. Varadharajan. Further, from the management Ex.28 it is 
clear that Mr. S. Subramaniam, clerk has availed another 
jewel loan No. 11/92 on 4-5-1992 and on the back side of 
the debit voucher, no denomination was mentioned by 
concerned employee and in credit voucher ME 29 no 
denomination was mentioned. From this, it is clear that 
jewel loan was availed to recover the DBP dated 18-2-1992. 

20. Though the Respondent alleged that DBP 
amount has been utilised for discharge of jewel loan of the 
Clerk Mr. Subramaniam, it is not established by any 
evidence that the concerned employee was in collusion 
with the Manager made these things. Further, Mr. 
Varadharajan was not examined to substantiate this claim. 
From what source the Respondent/Bank has come to such 
conclusion that jewel loan of Mr. Subramaniam was 
discharged by DBP facility, and though some of the marking 
on the reverse side of the credit voucher and also debit 
voucher, we cannot presume or assume things from the 
marking in the vouchers. Under such circumstances, I find 
much force in the contention of the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner that only on presumption and assumption and 
also surmises, the Respondent/Bank has come to the 
conclusion that the co-employees in collusion with the 
Manager has utilised DBP facility to discharge the jewel 
loan of Sri S. Subramaniam. 

21. The next charge on the concerned employee is 
that on the implementation of Agricultural Rural Debt Relief 
Scheme (ARDRS) loan accounts of the borrowers were 
credited with relief amount, but not informed to the 
borrowers and when the borrowers were called on the 
branch to close the accounts, the concerned employee 
deliberately concealed the amount of ARDRS credited and 
advised them to remit more than the actual amount due and 
the excess amount so remitted by them was misappropriated 
by the Cashier with the collusion of others and they relied 
on the complaint letters of Sri P.N. Ramasamy, Sri M. 
Ramaiah and Sri Abdul Latiff given to the investigation 
officers and the Respondent/Bank alleged that Agri jewel 
ledger Account No. 201/87 of Mr. N. Ramaiah was done by 
the concerned employee and the credit cash voucher AJL 
377/91 dated 21-5-1991 for Rs. 385 pertaining to Mr. 
Ramasamy were prepared by the concerned employee. 
Similarly, the credit cash voucher pertaining to Mr. Abdul 
Latiff was prepared by the concerned employee which will 
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prove that the concerned employee is involved in the 
misappropriation with collusion of others. Similarly 
complaint letters of P. Fitchai, P. Suriyan, N.N. Nagarrajan 
and Idumban will clearly show that the complainants have 
paid more money than the loan outstanding and they were 
misappropriated by the concerned employee with the 
collusion of Mr. M.V. Anantharaman and others and further 
the concerned employee also misappropriated the money 
of customers namely Mr. Ramasamy Reddiar, Kanagambal, 
Thandavan, Veeramalai and it is clear that they have not 
received the ARDRS amount and Mr. V. Arunachalam was 
the cashier on those days and from the investigation report, 
it is clearly established the modus operandi adopted by 
the concerned employee in collusion with other employees 
in misappropriating die ARDRS amount. 

22. As against this, learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that out of the charges, some of them relate to 
loan accounts remaining outstanding as on 31-8-90 and 
the other charge relates to payment of relief amounts to 
borrowers who Closed their loan accounts earlier to 
31-8-1990. With regard to all these complaints, there is no 
evidence to support that excess amount has been paid 
which was alleged to have been misappropriated. Except 
the bad allegation in the complaints, there is no substantial 
evidence to prove this allegation. Further, these statements 
are in Tamil and it cannot be said that MW1 who do not 
know Tamil, how he has come to a conclusion from these 
Tamil {statements that the concerned employee has 
misappropriated the said amount. When there is no proof 
that borrowers had paid more than the amount what they 
were liajble, either the investigation officer or the Enquiry 
Officer cannot hold that they have paid more than what 
they were liable to pay from the mere allegations made in 
the statement that too behind the back of the concerned 
employee. In such circumstances, without proving the 
statements made by the concerned borrowers are true and 
without proving the allegations made against the concerned 
employee, the Enquiry Officer cannot come to a conclusion 
that the {charges framed against the concerned employee 
in this regard were proved by the investigating officers. 

23. Then, again the learned counsel for tire 
Respondent contended that the Supreme Court has held in 
19911 LLN 979 that ‘non-supply of original documents 
will not Vitiate the enquiry * and in this case the Petitioner 
never hid any grievance for marking Xerox copies of 
documents during the enquiry proceedings. Further, the 
honesty and integrity of the concerned employee is 
seriously in question and, therefore, in any event, 
resinsiatement can never be granted and Jthe Respondent/ 
Bank has lost confidence in the concerned employee and 
the job in a bank dealing with money requires persons of 
trust and confidence. Since the Respondent/Bank has lost 
confidence in the concerned employee, no order of 
reinstatement can be ordered by this Tribunal. Further, the 
counsel 'or the Respondent relief on the rulings reported 
in 1970 2 LU 56 BURN & CO. LTD. Vs. ITS WORKMAN 
AND At TOTHER wherein the Supreme Court has held that 


Labour Court had jurisdiction to see whether the board 
of enquiry had observed the rules of natural justice and 
conducted the enquiry in a manner to which no exception 
could be taken. If these conditions were fulfilled and if the 
standing order of the company entitled the board to pass 
an order of removal from service in case of major 
misdemeanour, it was not within the jurisdiction of the 
Labour Court to order resinstatement of the workman. 
The Supreme COurt further held that “it is not for the 
Labour Court to sit in appeal over the board of enquiry 
with regard to second charge and even if the second charge 
has not been proved, then the order of dismissal was good 
on the basis of first charge ” and when the enquiry did not 
affect any principles of natural justice, the Labour Court 
fell into an error in exercising its appellate power by 
coming to a different conclusion. ” Relying on these 
decisions, learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that out of the ten charges, even one item of 
misappropriation is sufficient for warranting dismissal of • 
the concerned employee from service because of his 
fiduciary capacity and, therefore, when the bank has lost 
confidence aver the concerned employee, no reinstatement 
can be ordered by this Tribunal. 

24. Though 1 find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent in this case, from 
the materials produced before this Tribunal and on the 
arguments heard on both sides, I find no charge against 
the concerned employee was proved by any substantial 
evidence and the Enquiry Officer has come.to the 
conclusion only on the presumption. Under such 
circumstances, I find the dismissal order passed by the 
Respondent/Management dated 30-3-1996 against the 
concerned employee Sri S. Subramaniam is not justified. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the concerned employee is entitled? 

25. In view of my finding that the dismissal order 
passed by the Respondent/Management is not justified, I 
find the Petitioner is entitled to the relief claimed. In this 
case, the Petitioner claimed reinstatement of the concerned 
employee with effect from the date of his dismissal with all 
consequential benefits. But, with regard to back wages, I 
find the concerned employee is entitled to claim only fifty 
per cent of back wages. No costs. 

(Dictated to the the P.A., transcribed and typed by 
him, corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on 
this day the 29th July, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined 

On either side : None 

Documents marked:— 

On either side 


: None 
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New Delhi, the 12th April, 2006 

S.O. 1747. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 91/2001 of 
the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial 
dispute between the management of Indian Overseas 
Bank, and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 10-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/222/1998-IR (B-H)] 

C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 29th July, 2005 

PRESENT : Shri K. Jayaraman, 

Presiding Officer. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 91/2001 

(Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal I.D. No. 46/99) 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Indian Overseas Bank and 
their workmen.] 

BETWEEN 

The Vice President, : 1st Party/Claimant 

All India Overseas Bank 
Employees Union, Chennai 
AND 

The Chairman-cum-Managing : list Party/ 

Director, Indian Overseas Respondent 

Bank, Chennai 
APPEARANCE : 

For the Claimant : Mr. C. R. Chandrasekaran, 
Advocate 

For the Management : Ms. N.G.R. Prasad, 

Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-12012/222/98-IR(B-II) dated 
22-02-99/09-03-99 has earlier referred this industrial dispute 
to Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal for adjudication. 
The Tamil Nadu State Industrial Tribunal has taken the 
same on its file as I. D. No. 46/99 and after the Constitution 
of this Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, 
the said Industrial dispute was transferred to this Tribunal 
and after the receipt of records of this dispute, it was re¬ 
numbered as I.D. No. 91/2001 and issued notices to both 
sides and both sides entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their claim statement and counter 
statement respectively. 

2. The Schedule mentioned in the order of reference 
is hereunder:— 

“ Whether the dismissal order dated 30-03-1996 
issued by the management of Indian Overseas 
Bank, Chennai against the workman Shri 
V. Arunachalam is justified ? If not, what relief is 
he entitled to ? 

3. The allegations in the amended Claim Statement 
of the Petitioner Union are briefly as follows:— 

The Petitioner Union espouses the cause of Sri 
V. Arunachalam, who was a workman appointed as a clerk 
on 12-8-1983 in the Respondent/Bank on permanent basis 
and he was attached to Nachalur Branch and he was 
suspended on 10-11-1992 stating inter alia that he had 
committed certain acts of commission and omission which 
are prejudicial to the interest of the bank. He was served 
with first charge sheet dated 10-5-1993 and subsequently 
an additional charge sheet dated 1-2-1994 was issued. The 
first chargesheet contains five charges and the additional 
chargesheet contains four charges. All the charges in these 
chargesheets are vague and not precise rendering 
themselves not amenable for effective defence. All the 
alleged letters (complaints were taken from the persons 
who are alleged to be accountholders). But, they were not 
witnesses at the enquiry to speak about their identity and 
veracity of the contents of such letters. Even the Enquiry 
Officer has held that the first charge against the concerned 
employee has not been proved and in respect of charge 
No. 2, a cheque for Rs. 12,000 was purchased under DBP 
No. 207/91 dated 9-9-1991 by the branch for Sri G. 
Radhakrishnan, who was Jewel Loan. Appraiser at the 
branch and proceeds were credited to his S. B. Account 
No. 2644. But there was no evidence at the enquiry that 
the workman had anything to do with any of these two 
transactions much less for the purpose of misappropriation 
of a sum of Rs. 8000. With regard to charge No. 3, none of 
the witnesses in the enquiry can speak to the effect that 
the workman exercised pressure on the branch Manager 
for getting jewel loan sanctioned in his name. With regard 
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to charge No. 4, there was no witness at the inquiry to 
speak in favour of the charge alleging that the workman 
and Manager misappropriated a sum of Rs. 51,479. As 
regards charge No. 5 neither one Mr. Varadarajan nor Mr 
Subramanian or L. Muruganandam was a witness to the 
enquiry. There was no evidence in the enquiry to establish 
that from the proceeds of Rs. 10,000 the jewel loan account 
No. 135/91 of Sri Subramanian was closed. Further, the 
CBI Inspector could not say anything against the workman 
in regard to these two charge sheets. Further, he has had 
no case for prosecution against the workman and he has 
left it to the management of the bank to examine whether 
they should employ provision of disciplinary action against 
the workman. In regard to charges 1 to 3 in the additional 
charge sheet, the charges are patently vague and of 
conclusion arrived at are totally perverse. Again there is 
no document to establish these charges. Charge No. 4 in 
the additional charge sheet is a repetition of one of the 
accounts in charge No. 4 of the first charge sheet. All 
these transactions relate to decisions made by the then 
Manager and conveyed to workman for their execution 
which the workman carried out. Under such circumstances, 
it cannot be held as conniance or collusion with the 
Manager. Further all these instances relate invariably to 
1985 and 1986 whereas all these complaints have been 
taken in October, 1992 or thereabout. Further, the alleged 
complaint letters were given in September/October, 1992 
and this itself shows that the management conspired to 
punish the workman for no fault of his. Therefore, the 
enquiry was not fairly conducted nor was it free of bias 
against the workman. It is clear that the Presenting Officer 
and the Enquiry Officer have behind the back of workman 
connived with each other against the workman to hold 
him guilty of the charges. They have reduced the enquiry 
to a mere empty formality and farce. Further, one other 
circumstance, which proves that enquiry is a farce one, is 
that on the very date, i.e. when the concerned employee 
has submitted his reply to the second show cause notice, 
the Disciplinary Authority passed the order dismissing 
the workman concerned from service. It is clearly proved 
that the Disciplinary Authority has predetermined the 
issue. It is not specifically stated as to how much amount 
was loss on account of the alleged misappropriation made 
by the workman and the appellate order was passed 
without any application of mind. The CBI witness has 
admitted by implication that he did not make any 
independent investigation but reliecTon Mr. Sitaram Bhat's 
inspection reports. All the alleged complaints in respect 
of all the charges in both charge sheets were not brought 
to the enquiry to speak about their complainants especially 
all of them are proven, wilful and chronic defaulters to 
establish the credence of their complaints. Almost all the 
documents are photocopies of the alleged originals and 
many of them have not been furnished to the workman 
either at the enquiry proceedings or any other time. Hence, 
the Disciplinary Authority relying on them for his 


conclusion and the resultant imposition of punishment 
are perverse and against the principles of natural justice. 
Further, the Disciplinary Authority has perversely 
concluded in his findings that the borrowers of ARDRs 
benefits did not receive intimation from the branch sent 
by ordinary post The evidence of MW 1 cannot be deserved 
to be relied upon and therefore, it is non-existent. There is 
no order from the Disciplinary Authority for change of 
Enquiry Officer which is irregular and not proper. Further, 
the Enquiry Officer relied on the writings on the back side 
of the Vouchers. Any mention of adjustments on the reverse 
of any voucher cannot acquire any meaning unless the 
person involved has to say some thing about them and the 
workman concerned had an opportunity to rebut them and 
that too was within a reasonable time. But, in this case the 
enquiry was conducted after a long lapse of time and no 
opportunity was given to the delinquent employee. In view 
of the above reasons, the order of dismissal dated 30-3-96 
issued by the Respondent/Bank management against the 
concerned employee is not justified. Hence, the Petitioner 
Union prays that an award may be passed for reinstatement 
and consequential relief as prayed for. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that the concerned employee while 
working as clerk/shroff at Nachaluar branch was charged 
(i) that he availed of a loan in benami name of Mr. 
Inbasagran and got the amount credited into his S.B. 
account and also withdrew the same; (ii) that a sum of 
Rs. 8,000 being the loan under agricultural loan No. 53/91 
of Mrs. M. Palaniammal was also misappropriated by the 
concerned employee; (iii) that the concerned employee 
also exercised pressure on the Manager and got the 
sanction of agricultural jewel loan in his name, though he 
was not eligible for the same; (iv) that the concerned 
employee also misappropriated a sum of Rs. 51,479/- being 
the, amount remitted by the borrowers towards the loan 
under suit filed accounts; (v) thatthe concerned employee 
also colluded with Mr. S. Subramanian and Mr. 
Muruganandam and misutilised bill purchase facility for 
the benefit of staff Mr. Subramaniam; (vi) while working 
as a clerk/shroff at Nachalur branch, he misapropriate a 
sum of Rs. 13,608.60 and another sum of Rs. 57,142.15 
which represented the amount credited into the accounts 
of various borrowers by way of relief under ARDRS; (vii) 
he advised the borrowers to remit more amounts than the 
actual amount due and amount so remitted by the 
borrowers was received by him as cashier. Thus, the 
concerned employee in connivance with Sri M.V. 
Anantharaman, S. Subramanian and L. Muruganandam 
had misappropriated as sum of Rs. 42,738/- from out of the 
claim amount received under ARDRS scheme. An amount 
of Rs. 3908/- was also misappropriated by the Petitioner in 
respect of the crop loan No. 101/86 of Sint. P. Jayanthi and 
all these acts amount to gross misconduct in terms of the 
provisions of Bipartite Settlement between the bank and 
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its workmen, so the"Disciplinary Authority issued charge- 
sheet dated 10-5-1993 to the Petitioner and an additional 
charge-sheet dated 1-2-1994 was also issue'd and an 
enquiry was held into the charges in both charge-sheets 
and in the enquiry all the charges except one were held as 
proved. Hence, the Disciplinary Authority by an order 
dated 30-3-1996 dismissed the Petitioner from service of 
the bank. The concerned employee preferred an appeal to 
the Applellate Authority and the same was also dismissed 
on 17-9-1996. The Petitioner was given every opportunity 
to disprove the charges by examining witnesses and 
produced documents in his favour. But, the concerned 
employee having chosen not to examine any witness on 
his behalf and therefore, he cannot take advantage of the 
same to his benefits. It is false to allege that the charge- 
sheets were issued with ulterior motive. The charges were 
proved by the documentary and oral evidences and hence, 
there is no need for examining the complainants as 
witnesses who are accountholders. There was ample, 
sufficient, vital and legal evidence in the enquiry to 
establish the charges against the concerned employee and 
the concerned employee has not brought any evidence to 
disprove the charges. The findings arrived at by the 
Enquiry Officer were based on clinching oral and 
documentary evidences. Further, it is established in the 
enquiry that Mr. G. Radhakrishnan has only lent his name 
in respect of purchase of cheques. It is also proved by 
documentary evidence that the concerned employee has 
misappropriated the amount of Rs. 8000 along with the 
manager and other staff for the benefit of them or persons 
known to them and the above charge was fully proved. 
Further, it is also proved that a sum of Rs. 43,502 remitted 
by the borrowers towards their dues under suit filed 
accounts had been misappropriated by the concerned 
employee and the manager. It is denied that the 
complainants were being pressurised to give complaints 
against the concerned employee. The cheque for Rs. 10,000 
was purchased by the branch on 18-2-1992 on account of 
Sri Varadarajan and sum of Rs. 8238 was withdrawn and 
the same was utilised to close the jewel loan of staff of the 
branch. The case of the Respondent/Management is that 
the concerned employee, Sri S. Subramanian and Sri 
Muruganandam in connivance committed the above 
misconduct. The decision of CBI not to initiate the criminal 
proceedings will not be bar for conducting domestic 
enquiry proceedings. Mere non-prosecution of the 
Petitioner and others by the CBI does not itself exonerate 
them from misconduct committed by them. Since the 
concerned employee has misappropriated substantial sum 
of money from the bank and therefore, the bank had to 
issue charge-sheets to the concerned employee. Further, 
the concerned employee has misappropriated a sum of 
Rs. 13,608.60 in collusion with Mr. M.V. Anantharaman, 
Cashier and L. Muruganandam, Manager and this charge 
was proved by oral and documentary evidence in the 
enquiry. With regard to non-examination of complainants 


is not tenable because their letters were marked as 
management exhibits through the persons who had 
received and the involvement of the concerned employee 
is fully proved in the domestic enquiry. No doubt, the 
charge No. 4 is a repetition and the Enquiry Officer himself 
has held that it is a repetition of earlier charge and not 
discussed the same and held that it is already proved in 
the earlier charge-sheet dated 10-5-1993. As such, no 
prejudice would be caused to the concerned employee. 
The appellate order is a speaking order and in each charge 
the loss caused to the bank is specifically mentioned and 
at last, it is generally observed as substantial loss to justify 
the punishment of dismissal. It is false to allege that the 
Enquiry Officer and Presenting Officer acted jointly against 
the concerned employee. The concerned employee has 
not raised any objection to the annexure to the findings at 
the time of show cause notice issued to him. Further, he 
has not stated what prejudice has caused to him by the 
enclosure to the findings. No doubt, it is true that some of 
the documents were marked as Xerox copies. But the 
concerned employee has not objected to the same for 
marking as management exhibits at the time of enquiry 
and therefore, he cannot now question the validity of 
evidence at this stage. Further, all the documents were 
perused by the concerned employee and the same were 
marked as exhibits. It was not disputed while marking the 
said documents as management exhibits. Mr. D. 
Balasubramanian was appointed as Enquiry Officer purely 
on adminsitrative reasons. It is also clear that the 
concerned employee has participated and co-operated in 
the Enquiry proceedings till the appellate order was 
passed. As such, he cannot question the validity of the 
enquiry proceedings at this stage. Further, the Enquiry 
Officer was attached to Enquiry Cell, Vigilance Department 
and Sri D. Balasubramanian is perfectly entitled to act as 
Enquiry Officer as well as Disciplinary Authority in the 
concerned employee's case. Therefore, the enquiry 
conducted by the management and the order passed by 
the Diciplinary Authority is legally valid for the misconduct 
committed by the concerned employee. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays that the claim may be 
dismissed with costs. 

5. In such circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the dismissal order dated 
30-3-1996 issued by the Respondent/ 
Management against the concerned employee 
Sri V. Arunachalam is Justified?” 

(ii) ‘ To what relief, is he entitled? ” 

Point No. 1: 

6. The admitted facts as in this case are that the 
Petitioner was employed as a Clerk in Nachallur branch of 
the Respondent/Bank. When the incident took place and 
at that time one Mr. L. Muruganandam was the Manager 
.and the concerned employee in I.D. No. 99/2001 one 
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Mr. S. Subtamafiian and the concerned employee in I.D. 
No. 100/2001 one Mr. M.V. Anantharaman were employed 
as clerks and they were exchanging duties as clerk and 
cashiers. It is also admitted that two charge-sheets were 
issued to the concerned employee. The first charge-sheet 
dated 10-5-1993 which contains five charges and 2nd 
charge-sheet dated 1-2-1994 which contains four charges 
in which a departmental enquiry was held and the Petitioner 
was dtonoissed on 30-8-1996. Out of the five charges on 
the 1st charge-sheet dated 10-5-1993 issued to the 
concerned employee in this dispute, charge No. 1 has been 
stated as not proved. 

7. On behalf of the Petitioner, it is contended that 
the two charge-sheets are vague and not precise and no 
witnesses (complainants) were examined to speak about 
thair complaints alleged to have been given by them and 
therefore, the complaints given by the alleged account 
holders cannot b# treated as evidence at the enquiry and 
there is no proof of eoilusloil between the concerned 
employee and the Manager. Further, on the side of the 
management, no attempt was made at the enquiry to prove 
the collusion. The alleged nexus between Manager 
and other Clerks to misappropriate the amount has not 
been proved. Further, there was no evidence at the 
enquiry that the workman cart do anything with any 
transaction much less misappropriation of the alleged 
funds of Rs. 51,479, or other sums. Further, no original 
document was produced before the enquiry or before the 
Tribunal to prove that the concerned employee having 
misappropriated any sum in collusion with the Manager 
Mr. L. Muruganandam and it is also not established by 
the Management with regard to the charge of 
misappropriation. It is also alleged by the Petitioner that 
CBI Inspector could not say anything against the workman 
in regard to the charges namely collusion, connivance 
and other frauds. It is also not proved that account holders 
have remitted more than the amounts mentioned in 
vouchers especially with regard to ARDRS and therefore, 
the finding that the charges have been proved except 
charge No. 1 is baseless and without any proof and 
therefore, the finding of the Enquiry Officer and the order 
of Appellate Authority are perverse and only passed to 
victimise the concerned employee. 

8. As against this, on behalf of the Respondent it is 
contended that the Manager of Nachallur branch was 
dismissed on 30-4-1996 from service after departmental 
enquiry in respect of certain charges in which the 
concerned employees also involved. The said Manager 
Mr. L. Muruganandam challenged the order of dismissal 
before the High Court in W.P. No. 17447/1996, which was 
dismissed by High Court on 8-1-2002 on merits and some 
of the objections made by the concerned employee in this 
industrial dispute were also taken by the said Mr. L. 
Muruganandam and it was considered by the High Court 
and held against the said Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam. 


In this background, this industrial dispute has to be 
considered. Further, prior to charge-sheeting of the 
concerned employee, there was a thorough investigation 
conducted by Mr. H.L. Sitar&m Bhat and Mr. N. 
Dhinakaran, they have also submitted a detailed 
investigation report along with complaints, vouchers, 
demand promissory notes as annexures. The said 
investigation officers were examined in the domestic 
enquiry and the inspection report was also marked in the 
enquiry proceedings. Though the charge No. 1 of the first 
charge-sheet has been held as not proved with regard to 
other charges, it has been clearly established that the guilt 
against the concerned employee has been proved. The 
2nd charge relates to misusing of DBP facility. The charge 
is that a cheque for Rs. 12,000 was purchased by the 
Nachallur branch under DBP No. 207/1991 dated 9-9-1991 
on behalf of one Sri 0. Radhakrishnan, who was Jewel 
Loan Appraiser of the same-branch but on the same day 
i.e. on 9-9-1991 the amount of Rs. 11,957 was credited to 
S.B. Account No. 2644 of Mr. Radhakrishnan after 
commission. But the said Sri Radhakrishnan by his letter 
denied that he ever availed any DBP facility and on 
investigation, the investigating officers came to the 
conclusion that DBP facility was not availed by the said 
Mr. Radakrishnan and it was misused by the branch in 
the name of Nir. Radhakrishnan and the said Mr. 
Radhakrishnan had acted only as a name lender. Further, it 
shows that the above DBP facility was realised based on 
cash payment only on 26 - 11-1991 and not based on 
realisation of cheque which was purchased by the branch. 
Further, on the reverse of the credit cash voucher, the 
charge-sheeted employee namely Mr.V. Arunachalam has 
recorded the adjustment of agricultural loan No. 53/1991 
for Rs. 8,000. The said agricultural loan No. 53/1991 pertains 
to second stage loan amount of Rs. 8,000 of Mrs. M. 
Palaniammal which was released on the same day i.e. 
26-114991, The debit cash agricultural advance voucher 
No. 53/1991 was signed by the concerned employee 
namely Mr. Arunachalam. At that time, the concerned 
employee was the cashier disbursing the cash. Further, 
there was no denomination in the back side of the debit 
cash agricultural voucher. Thus, it clearly shows that there 
was no cash disbursement to Mrs. Palaniammal by the 
concerned employee, but the same was adjusted to DBP 
facility enjoyed in the name of Sri G. Radhakrishnan 
in collusion with the Manager. Further, the Manager 
who was the person who granted DBP facility to Sri 
Radhakrishnan, was not a trader but only a jewel appraiser. 
These incidents show that the Manager alone is not 
responsible for all these misdeeds and the concerned 
employee and also other employees of the bank were in 
collusion with the said Manager. Therefore, the Enquiry 
Officer has held that it was proved by substantial evidence. 

9, But, as against this argument, the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner argued that though it is alleged that Writ 
Petition filed by the Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam was 
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dismissed, it bears no relationship with the charges levelled 
against the concerned employee. Further, the Writ Petition 
was under article 226. The admitted allegations were listed 
in para 11 of the judgement, basing on which the Writ 
Petition was dismissed and none of them relates to the 
concerned employee. With regard to 2nd charge, the 
Enquiry Officer relied on the xerox copy of the purported 
complaint of Mr. G. Radhakrishnan and the said Mr. 
Radhakrishnan was not examined in the domestic enquiry. 
The Manager to whom it has stated to have been 
addressed was also not examined before the domestic 
enquiry. The alleged original complaint of this person was 
not admittedly in evidence. Further, even in the xerox copy 
of the complaint, the said Sri Radhakrishnan has not alleged 
against the concerned employee. It is established that Mrs. 
Palaniammal received the proceeds under the debit cash 
agricultural voucher No. 53/91 in cash signed on its reverse 
stamped receipt. ME 20 which is marked in the enquiry 
namely credit cash challan signed by Mr. G. 
Radhakrishnan, is to prove that he having remitted it. 
Though there is no mention about the denomination, such 
marking of denomination is in any event, for the purpose 
of cashier’s convenience for tallying the cash for the day 
and nothing can be taken against the concerned employee. 
Above all, these vouchers have been authenticated by 
the branch officials but no collusion was established with 
regard to these vouchers. Further, there is no clear 
evidence to show that Sri G. Radhakrishnan was name 
lender and except the allegations in the letter which was 
also not established in the enquiry. Though the 
Respondent alleged that DBP facility is meant only for 
traders, no document was produced before the enquiry 
that it is only for the traders and not to others. Further, a 
perusal of DBP register would reveal that most of them 
were given to staff and other customers who are not 
traders, under such circumstances, the allegation made 
by the Respondent/Management that the branch has 
misused the DBP facility is without any substance. 
Therefore, under such circumstances, it cannot be said 
that the charge No. 2 has been proved against the 
concerned employee. Learned counsel for the Petitioner 
further relied on the rulings reported in 1964 STJ 98 
MEENGLASS TEA ESTATE Vs. WORKMEN wherein it 
is held that “it is an elementary principle that a person 
who is required to answer a charge must know not only 
the accusation but also the testimony by which the 
accusation is supported . He must be given a fair chance 
to hear the evidence in support of the charge and to put 
such relevant questions by way of cross examination as 
he desires. Then he must be given a chance to rebut the 
evidence led against him. This is the bearest requirement 
of an enquiry of this character and this requirement must 
be substantially fulfilled before the result of enquiry can 
be accepted. A departure from this requirement in effect 
throws the burden upon the person charged to repel the 
charge without first making it out against him. ” The next 


decision relied on by the learned counsel is AIR 1959 SC 
1111PHULBARJ TEA ESTATE Vs. WORKMEN wherein 
Three Members Bench of the Supreme Court have held 
“rules of natural justice require that a party should have 
the opportunity of adducing all relevant evidence on. 
which he relies that the evidence of opponent should be 
taken in his presence and that he should be given the 
opportunity of cross examining the witnesses examined 
by that party and that no materials should be relied on 
against him without his being given an oportunity of 
explaining them.” The next decision relied,on by the 
counsel for the Petitioner is 1967IILU 149 MANDANNA 
(A.M.) Vs. DIRECTOR OF MEDICAL SERVICES wherein 
the Division Bench of High Court of Mysore has held that 
“the enquiry authority cannot merely rely on earlier 
statements of witnesses in support of his conclusions when 
those witnesses did not appear before the enquiry 
authority, nor did they admit the correctness of these 
statements So their statements did not form part of the 
record on which dependence could be placed in support 
of the charges. ” He further relied on the decision reported 
in 1978IIIXJ 437 INDIAN AIRLINES AND OTHERS Vs. 
W.B. CORREYA wherein the Division Bench of Madras 
High Court has held that “it has always been recognised 
that cross examination is the most effective and efficacious 
test which law has devised for the discovery of truth. 
Consequently any impairment of this right, whether 
deliberately or accidentally will have the effect of 
preventing a person who cross examine from establishing 
the truth. Equally, it is well settled that if a witness has 
made a contemporaneous record of what he has seen or 
heard the same can be used for refreshing his memory in 
the course of his giving evidence. But, certainly a 
statement made by him at the stage of a preliminary 
enquiry cannot be said to be a record made by him of 
what has happened in the present case in contrary to the 
well established principles that have to regulate 
proceedings before any judicial authority and even in a 
domestic enquiry. ” Relying on all these decisions, learned 
counsel for the Petitioner argued that though MW1 and 
MW2 have deposed before the enquiry that they have 
taken the statements of complainants, the.said persons 
were not examined before the domestic enquiry and further, 
one of the witnesses namely Mr. Seetharam Bhat does 
not know Tamil and he has not given any evidence to 
show how he has perused all these things which were in 
Tamil. Under such circumstances, by producing 
complaints given by the account holders, the Enquiry 
Officer can not come to a conclusion that the charges 
framed against the concerned employee has been proved. 
Further, the counsel for the Petitioner contended that in 
this case MW1 and MW2 alleged to be investigating 
officers. MW3 is the CBI Inspector, but none of them have 
deposed with regard to any collusion or misappropriation 
by the concerned employee, there is no evidence in the 
enquiry about the original statements. Though at the time 
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of enquiry, it was staled that original statements were under 
the custody of CBI and there was not even an iota of 
evidence to prove that these original statements were with 
the CBI. Further, even the available statements admitted 
by the concerned employee were also not produced before 
the domesticenquiry. Even the CBI Inspector who was 
examined as MW3 has also not deposed that originals are 
with the GBL MW2 who has initially conducted 
investigation, further stated that he has assisted the other 
investigation Officer namely MW1, but MWl stated that 
the CBI conducted fuilinspection on 8-10-92 between 11.30 
a.m. to 2.30 pan. which proves that within a short period of 
three hours, they have obtained the statements of account 
holders in different places which is unbelievable. Further, 
the statements dated are post to his inspection. Even in 
his investigation report MWl has not clearly stated that 
the concerned employee with the collusion of others have 
made this fraud. But before the enquiry, how he has come 
to the conclusion that these frauds of misappropriation 
were done by the concerned employee in collusion with 
the Manager. He cannot improve and could not have 
improved on what he has stated in his report. Further, the 
CBI Inspector namely MW3 has not recommended for 
any disciplinary proceedings against the concerned 
employee. Under such circumstances, based on the 
investigation officer’s (MWl) oral evidence, it cannot be 
held that the charges framed against the concerned 
employee have been proved. Above all, in this case, the 
concerned employee is only a clerk and he has no authority 
to grant or deal with advance and he has carried out the 
instructions of his superior officers which is evident from 
the passing/authentication of documents and further at 
that time Mr. L. Muruganandam was the Manager and Mr. 
Narayanan was the Accountant and Mr. Venkata Subbu 
was the SCA at the branch. Though the Respondent/Bank 
has taken action against Mr. Muruganandam, they have 
not given any reason for not taking any action against 
Mr. Narayanan or Mr. Venkata Subbu. Further, except 
one or two, no statement says that the concerned 
employee has misappropriated the amounts. Under such 
circumstances, only relying on the alleged complaints 
made by the account holders, who were not examined 
before the domestic enquiry and only basing on the 
vague allegations, it cannot be said that the charges have 
been proved against the concerned employee. Further, 
,the statements were given behind the back of the 
concerned employee and the persons who have given 
statements were not cross examined by the concerned 
employee before the domestic enquiry. Under such 
circumstances, the statements given by the account 
holders cannot be taken as God spell truth and the Enquiry 
Officer cannot come to a conclusion that by some mere 
statements, the allegations against the concerned 
employee have been proved. Under such circumstances, 
no reliance can be placed on the alleged statements given 
by the account holders. * 


10. 1 fond much force in the contention of the learned 

counsel for the Petitioner because though the Supreme 
Court has held in 2000 (4) LLN 598 STATE BANK OF 
INDIA Vs. TARUN KUMAR BANERJEE that “ non- 
examination of complaints, non-production of money, 
non-production of so-called confessional statements and 
non-production of any evidence, which may have been 
available, but as far as the evidence tendered by two 
witnesses are concerned who actually saw the incident 
having taken place in the manner referred toearlier) the 
charge of misconduct against the 1st Respondent stood 
proved to guilt and m failed to appreciate as to hoy the 
Tribunal could have taken any other view and customer 
of the bank need not be involved in domestic enquiry 
conducted. As such a course would not be conducive do 
proper banker customer relationship and therefore, 
would not be in the interest of the bank ” in this case, 
there is no clear allegation against the concerned employee 
and there is no clear evidence by the persons examined in 
the enquiry that the concerned employee has been 
committed the allegations in the charge sheet. Under such 
circumstances, I cannot come to a conclusion that non¬ 
examination of complaints will not be fatal to the case of 
the Respondent in this case, the persons who had examined 
in domestic enquiry were not eye witnesses for the 
allegations made in the charge sheet and they have alleged 
to have come to a conclusion from the complaints alleged 
to have been made by the account holders. Under subh 
circumstances, the account holders must have been 
examined in the enquiry to prove the charges against the 
concerned employee. But, the complainants namely 
account holders have not been examined to substantiate 
the charges framed against the concerned employee. 
Therefore, I find the charge framed against the concerned 
employee has not been proved with any satisfactory 
evidence. , ,• 

11. With regard to third charge, which relates to 
availing of agricultural loan and jewel loan, it is argued on 
behalf of the Respondent that concerned employee has 
availed jfewel loan for more than Rs. 21,100 and it is evident 
that the Branch Manager has power to grant loan to the 
staff only to the tune of Rs, 12,000 whereas, the concerned 
employee has got Rs. 21,100 sanctioned in his name. Thus, 
it is clearly proved that the concerned employee has 
exercised pressure on the Branch Manager to obtain more 
loan amount than the eligibility. It is further argued that 
the concerned employee has availed agricultural jewel loan 
at a concessional rate of interest for which staff member of 
the Respondent/Bank is not entitled to avail. It is further 
argued on behalf of the Respondent that for the same 
offence, the Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam was also 
charge sheeted and also found guilty which the. High Court 
has also upheld the same. 

12. But, here again, the learned counsel for 
the Petitioner contended that the discretionary power of 
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Manager, on which the reliance was placed was not in 
evidence before the enquiry proceedings. Even assuming 
for argument sake that the concerned employee has availed 
jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan, the same was for 
over a period of two years and on the date of enquiry, 
there was no due in the said loan. Further, there is no 
evidence as to why the concerned employee exerting 
pressure on the Manager. Neither the Manager nor any 
witness was examined to substantiate the alleged pressure 
exerted by the concerned employee. Further, there is no 
documentary proof that agricultural jewel loan cannot be 
availed by the staff and the rate of interest charged on the 
jewel loan for the staff is less than the rate of interest 
charged for agricultural jewel loan. Under such 
circumstances, it cannot be said that the charge against 
the concerned employee was proved. 

13. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Petitioner because no substantial evidence 
was produced before the enquiry that the concerned 
employee has exerted pressure on the Manager, the 
Enquiry Officer cannot hold on presumption and because 
of that the concerned employee has availed more than 
Rs. 21,100 as jewel loan and agricultural jewel loan. As 
such, I find this charge was also not proved. 

14. The next charge against the concerned employee 
is that closure of suit filed accounts. The learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that there is clinching 
evidence to support the said charge that the Branch 
Manager Mr. L. Muruganandam sanctioned fresh loan/ 
receiving higher amounts and difference amount was 
misappropriated by the concerned employee with the 
collusion of Manager and other employees. He again 
relied on the statements given by borrowers in the 
presence of investigation officers and argued that it 
clearly proves that the concerned employee in collusion 
with the other clerks namely Sri M. V. Anantharaman and 
Sri S. Subramanian has misappropriated the borrowers 
money. 

15. With regard to this, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that here again, there is no evidence 
except the alleged statements given by borrowers in the 
presence of the investigating officer. As he has already 
argued that MW 1 who does not know Tamil has not stated 
how he has testified the statements given by the borrowers. 
The originals of the statements were not produced before 
domestic enquiry. When it is alleged that suit filed accounts 
were paid by the respective borrowers in cash, it was not 
contradicted with any clinching evidence that it was not 
done so. Under such circumstances, the alleged 
misappropriation by the concerned employee in collusion 
with the Manager cannot be said to proved against the 
concerned employee. 

16. Here again, though the Respondent/Bank relied 
on the Xerox copies of Suit filed accounts, all the 


allegations made by account holders had not been 
testified before the enquiry. Neither the investigating 
officer nor the Enquiry Officer can presume or assume 
things from the statements of account holders. The account 
holders though alleged to have been given statements 
which were behind the back of the concerned employee 
and under such circumstances, the said account holders 
must be examined before the enquiry to substantiate their 
claim. But, I find the Enquiry Officer presumed certain 
misdeeds alleged to have been done by the concerned 
employee and had come to a wrong conclusion, which, I 
think, is not proper on the part of the Enquiry Officer. 

17. The fifth charge against the concerned employee 
is that the concerned employee in collusion with the 
Manager Sri L. Muruganandam and Sri S. Subramanian 
purchased a cheque for Rs. 10,000 on 18-2-1992 on account 
of one Mr. Varadharajan and from that account a sum of 
Rs. 8238 was withdrawn and the sum was utilised to close 
the jewel loan account No. 135/1991 of Sri S. Subramanian, 
staff of the branch. Further, on 4-5-1992 another jewel 
loan for Rs. 10,000 was sanctioned to Mr. Subramaniam 
and the amount was utilised to recover the amount due 
under DBP purchased on 18-2-1992. 

18. For this, learned counsel for the Petitioner 
contended that no complaint was made by Mr. 
Varadharajan or any other person. No doubt, DBP is a 
transfer entry and Mr. Varadharajan withdrew from S.B. 
Account No. 2115 a sum of Rs. 10,000 by cash and the 
bank cannot complaint that the amount has been taken by 
the concerned emoloyee with the collusion of the Manager 
and Mr. Subramanian and utilised the same for discharging 
the jewel loan by the staff Mr. Subramananian, Further, 
even assuming for argument sake lhat Mr. Varadharajan 
has given the amount to discharge the jewel loan, the 
Respondent/Bank cannot question the customer’s action 
to make use of proceeds with regard to DBP. The allegation 
made by the Respondent/Bank is only on presumption or 
assumption. 

19. But, again, learned counsel for the respondent 
contended that the management document ME25 shows 
that Rs. 9970 was credited to the account of Mr. 
Varadharajan after deducting commission of Rs. 27. 
Document No. ME26 is copy of withdrawal slip of Mr. 
Varadharajan and it was signed by Mr. Varadharajan on 
18-2-1992 namely on the same day. On the back side of the 
said document, the concerned employee has written the 
denomination, which shows the jewel loan account No. 
135/1991 which belongs to Sri Subramaniam. From this it 
is clear that the concerned employee Mr. V. Arunachalam 
has not paid Rs. 8238 to Mr. Varadharajan and the DBP 
facility was only availed in the name of Mr. Varadharajan 
to close the jewel loan of Sri S. Subramaniam. It is also 
clear that the jewel loan was closed by Sri S. Subramaniam 
on 18-2-1992 itself and on the reverse of the credit voucher, 




[mnil—TgR* 3(ii)3 


3901 


vk?t ^ 6, 2006 /^rrer 16,1928 


the concerned employee Mr. Arunachalam mentioned the 
S.B. Account No. 2115 which belongs to Mr. Varadharajan. 
Further, from the management Ex. 28 it is clear that Mr. 
S. Subramaniam, clearly has availed another jewel loan 
No. 11/1992on 4-5-1992 andon the back sideofthe debit 
voucher, no denomination was mentioned by the 
concerned employee and in credit voucher ME-29 no 
denomination was mentioned. From this, it is clear that 
jewel loan wasavailed to recover the DBP dated 18-2-1992. 

20. Though the Respondent alleged that DBP 
amount has been utilised for discharge of jewel loan of the 
Clerk Mr. Subramaniam, it is not established by any 
evidence that the concerned employee was in collusion 
with the Manager made these things. Further, Mr. 
Varadharajan was not examined to substantiate this 
claim.From what source the Respondent/Bank has come 
to such conclusion that jewel loan of Mr., Subramaniam 
was discharged by DBP facility, and though some of the 
marking on the reverse side of the credit voucher and also 
debit voucher, we cannot presume or assume things from* 
the marking in the vouchers. Under such circumstances, I 
find much force in the contention of the learned counsel 
for the Petitioner that only on presumption and 
assumption and also surmises, the Respondent/Bank has 
come to the conclusion that concerned employee in 
collusion with the Manager has utilised DBP facility to 
discharge the jewel loan of Sri S.Subramaniam. 

21. The next charge on the concerned employee is 
that on the implementation of Agricultural Rural Debt Relief 
Scheme (ARDRS) loan accounts of the borrowers were 
credited with relief amount, but not informed to the 
borrowers and when the borrowers were called on the 
branch to close the accounts,the concerned employee 
deliberately concealed the amount of ARDRS credited and 
advised them to remit more than the actual amaount due 
and the excess amount so remitted by them was 
misappropriated by the Cashier with the collusion of others 
and they relied on the complaint letters of Sri P.N. 
Ramasamy, Sri M. Ramaiah and Sri Abdul Latiff given to 
the investigation officers and the Respondent/Bank alleged 
that Agri jewel ledger Account No. 201/1987 of Mr. N. 
Ramaiah was done by the concerned employee Mr. 
Arunachalam and the credit cash voucher AJL 377/1991 
dated 21-5-1991 for Rs. 385 pertaining to Mr. Ramasamy 
were prepared by the concerned employee Sri V. 
Arunachalam. Similarly, the credit cash voucher pertaining 
to Mr. Abdul Latiff was prepared by the concerned 
employee which will prove that the concerned employee 
is involved in the misappropriation with collusion of others. 
Similarly complaint letters of P. Pitchai, P. Suriyan, N. 
Nagarajan and Idumban will clearly show that the 
complainants have paid more money than the loan 
outstanding and they were misappropriated by the 
concerned employee with the collusion of Mr. M. V. 
Anantharaman and others and further the concerned 
employee also misappropriated the money of customers 
namely Mr. Ramasamy Reddiar, Kanagambal, Thandavan, 
Veeramalai and it is clear that they have not received the 
ARDRS amount and the concerned employee was the 
cashier on those days and from the investigation report, it 
is clearly established the modus operandi adopted by the 
concerned employee in collusion with other employees in 
misappropriating the ARDRS amount. 

22. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that out of the charges 1 to 3, charges 
1 and 2 relate to loan accounts remaining outstanding as 


on 31-8-90 and the third charge relates to payment of relief 
amounts to borrowers who closed their loan accounts 
earlier to 31-8-90. With regard to all these complaints, there 
is no evidence to support that excess amount has been 
paid which was alleged to have been misappropriated. 
Except the bald allegation in the complaints, there is no 
substantial evidence to prove this allegation. Further, 
these statements are in Tamil and it cannot be said that 
MW1 who do not know Tamil, how he has come to a 
conclusion from these Tamil statements that the concerned 
employee has misappropriated the said amount. When 
there is no proof that borrowers had paid more than the 
amount what they were liable, either the investigation 
officer or the Enquiry Officer cannot hold that they have 
paid more than what they were liable to pay from the mere 
allegation made in the statement that too behind the back 
of the concerned employee. In such circumstances, 
without proving the statements made by the concerned 
borrowers are true and without proving the allegations 
made against the concerned employee, the Enquiry Officer 
cannot come to a conclusion that the charges framed 
against the concerned employee in this regard were proved 
by the investigation officers. 

23. Then, again the learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the Supreme Court has held 
in 19911 L LN 979 that ‘ non-supply of original documents 
will not vitiate the enquiry ' and in this case the Petitioner 
never had any grievance fof marking Xerox copies of 
documents during the enquiry proceedings. Further, the 
honesty and integrity of the concerned employee is 
seriously in question and therefore, in any event, 
reinstatement can never be granted and the Respondent/ 
Bank has lost confidence in the concerned employee and 
the job in a bank dealing with money requires persons of 
trust and confidence. Since the Respondent/Bank has lost 
confidence in the concerned employee, no order of 
reinstatement can be ordered by this Tribunal. Further, 
the counsel for the Respondent relied on the rulings 
reported in 1970 2 LU 56 BURN & CO. LTD. Vs. ITS 
WORKMAN AND ANOTHER wherein the Supreme Court 
has held that " Labour Court had jurisdiction to see 
whether the board of enquiry had observed the rules of 
natural justice and conducted the enquiry in a manner 
to which no exception could be taken. If these conditions 
were fulfilled and if the standing order of the company 
entitled the board to pass an order of removalfrom service 
in case of major misdemeanour, it was not within the 
jurisdiction of the Labour Court to order reinstatement 
of the workman. The Supreme Court further held that “it 
is not for the Labour Court to sit inappealover the board 
of enquiry with regard to second charge and even if the 
second charge has not been proved, then the order of 
dismissal was good on the basis of first charge ” and when 
the enquiry did not affect any principles of natural justice, 
the Labour Court fell into an error in exercising its 
appellate power by coming to a different conclusion. ” 
Relying on these decisions, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that out of the ten charges, even 
one item of misappropriation is sufficient for warranting 
dismissal of the concerned employee from service because 
of his fiduciary capacity and, therefore, when the bank 
has lost confidence over the concerned employee, no 
reinstatement can be ordered by this Tribunal. 

24. Though I find some force in the contention of 
the learned counsel for the Respondent in this case, from 
the materials produced before this Tribunal and on the 
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arguments heard on both sides, I find no charge against 
the concerned employee was proved by any substantial 
evidence and the Enquiry Officer has come to the 
conclusion only on the presumption. Under such 
circumstances, I find the dismissal order passed by the 
Respondent/Management dated 30-3-1996 against the 
concerned employee Sri V. Arunachalam is not justified. 
Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what relief 
the concerned employee is entitled ? 

25. In view of my finding that the dismissal order 
passed by the Respondent/Management is not justified, I 
find the Petitioner is entitled to the relief claimed. In this 
case, the Petitioner claimed reinstatement of the concerned 
employee with effect from the date of his dismissal with all 
consequential benefits. But, with regard to back wages, I 
find the concerned employee is entitled to claim only fifty 
per cent of back wages. No Costs. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 


the 29th July, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 

On either side : None 

Documents Marked: — 

For the I party/Claimant : Nil 

For the II Party/Management : 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

01-10-92 

Xerox copy of the letter from the 
investigating officers to General 
Manager of Respondent/Bank 

M2 

02-11-92 

Xerox copy of the letter from H.L. 
Sitaram Bhat to General Manager of 
Respondent Bank 

M3 

27-07-93 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings 

M4 

10-11-92 

Xerox copy of the suspension order 

M5 

10-05-93 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet 

M6 

01-02-94 

Xerox copy of the additional charge 
sheet 

M7 

2001-% 

Xerox copy of the written brief of 
Presenting Officer 

M8 

11-03-96 

Xerox copy of the notice for personal 
hearing issued to Concerned 
employee 

M9 

Nfl 

Xerox copy of the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer 

M10 

3003-96 

Xerox copy of the order of dismissal 
issued to concerned employee 

Mil 

24-04-96 

Xerox copy of the appeal preferred 
by concerned employee 

M12 

27-07-96 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Appellate Authority to Concerned 
employee 

M13 

19-08-96 

Xerox copy of the proceedings of 
personal hearing 

M14 

19-08-96 

Xerox copy of the letter from the 
Petitioner to Appellate Authority 


Ex. No. Date Description 


M15 

174)9-96 

Xerox copy of the order of Appellate 
Authority 

M16 

304)3-% 

Xerox copy of the letter from the 
Petitioner to Disciplinary Authority 

Ml7series Nil 

Xerox copy of the management 
exhibits and defence exhibts 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1748. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (ID-87/2002) of 
the Central Government. Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
No. II, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial dispute between the employees in relation to 
the management of State Bank of India and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
13-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/454/2001-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL CUM- 
LABOUR-COURT-II, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 87/2002 

Presiding Officer: R. N. RAI 

IN THE MATTER OF 

Shri Netra Pal, 

House No. 5, Village, Jamrudhpur, 

Kailash Colony, 

Opp. Lady Sri Ram College, 

New Delhi-110 048 

Versus 

The Regional Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Region-Ill, Parliament Street, 

New Delhi-110001 
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AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/ 
454/2001 IR (B-I) Central Government dated 24/31-10-2002 
has referred the following point for adjudication : 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the action of the management of State 
Bank of India in terminating the services of Shri 
Netra Pal, Ex. Messenger by treating him to have 
voluntarily retired from service w.e.f. 23-07-1994 is 
just, fair and legal? If not, what relief he is entitled to 
and from which date.” 

The workman applicant has filed statement of claim. 
In the statement of claim it has been stated that the 
workman was serving in the post of Messenger with effect 
from 28-09-1985. Copy of appointment letter is placed as 
Annexure-Al with this statement. That the workman’s 
services Were confirmed as messenger with effect from 
31st March, 1986. Copy of confirmation letter is placed as 
Annexure-B with this statement. 

That the workman fell sick on 26th March, 1993 and 
could not attend his duties, but he has sent his Medical 
certificates from qualified Doctor of Mehta Nursing Home 
and Surgical Centre, C-3176, Janakpuri, New Delhi. Copy 
of the Medical Certificate and UPC are placed as Annexure-C 
(Collectively). 

That on slight recovery of workman, a fitness 
certificate was given by the Doctor and workman reported 
for duties to Branch Manager, SBI, Palam Colony, New Delhi 
on 21-09-1994 but he was informed by the Manager that 
this services have been terminated taking his absence into 
consideration that the workman has voluntarily retired from 
service. Copy of the letter showing the workman has retired 
voluntarily is placed as Annexure-D with this statement. 

That neither any domestic inquiry was held nor any 
opportunity was given to workman to put this defence. 
The medical/sickness of the workman were not taken into 
consideration without second medical or giving reason 
for not accepting the same. Thus, the workman has been 
denied natural law of justice and has been dismissed from 
service arbitarily. This amounts to forcible dismissal and 
that too without any proper inquiry and without affording 
opportunities in such a major punishment. 

That the workman has suffered the following losses 
due to alleged dismissal and he submits the following 
statement of claim:— 

(a) Reinstatement in service with full back wages. 

(b) Salary (Pay & Allowance) from01-03-1993 till 
date about nine years at the rate of Rs. ......./- 

amounting to Rs./. 

(c) Increment about Rs./-. 

(d) Promotion as per his counterparties. 

(e) Interest on amount due frrom the date of illegal 
dismissal till payment. 


The Management has filed written statement, in the 
written statement it has been stated that the claim of the 
claimant does not disclose any cause of action for 
challenging to the action of the management in treating 
the workman as voluntarily retire under Clause 17 of the 
5th BPS dated 10-4-1989. The claim is therefor^, liable to 
be dismissed. That the claim is barred by delay and laches. 
The workman was voluntarily retired from the Bank’s 
service w.e.f. 23-08-1994. The workman acquiesced in the 
order for 8 years. Having accepted his terminal benefits 
accuring on his voluntary retirement he is estopped from 
turning around and challenging the same after lapse of 
more than 8 years. Hence, the petition is liable to be 
dismissed. 

That there is no employer-employee relationship 
between the applicant and the answering respondent after 
his voluntary cessation of service from the bank. Hence, 
there cannot be any industrial dispute in the matter. The 
petition is liable to be dismissed on this ground. The 
claimant has voluntarily retired from die service of the 
Bank in accordance with Clause 17 of the BPS dated 
10-4-1989. The petitioner at the relevant time had no 
intention of joining the duties and has voluntarily cessed 
his job. But now after a gap of more than eight years the 
claimant had come up with a plea of Sickness. In fact, the 
claimant never sent any application to the Bank for grant 
of leave to him. 

The terms of service conditions of employees in 
State Bank of India are covered by Sastry Award, Desai 
Award and BPS entered into between the management of 
the bank and All India Slate Bank of India Staff 
Federation, Para 17 of the 5th BPS dated 10-04-1989 
provides as under : : — 

“When an employee absents himself from work for 
a period of 90 or more consecutive days without 
submitting any application for leave or for its 
extension or without any leave to his credit or 
beyond the period of leave sanctioned originally/ 
subsequently or when there is satisfactory 
evidence that he has taken up employment in India 
or when the management is reasonably satisfied 
that he has no intention of joining duties. The 
management may at any time thereafter give a notice 
to the employee at his last known address calling 
upon him to report for duty within 30 days of notice. 
Stating inter alia, the gounds for coming to the 
conclusion that the employee has no intention of 
joining duties, the employees will be deemed to 
have voluntarily retired from Bank’s Service on 
the expiry of the said notice. In the event of the 
employee submitting a satisfactory reply, he shall 
be permitterd to report for duty thereafter within 
30 days from the date of the expiry of the aforesaid 
notice without prejudic to the Banks’ right to take 
any action under the law of rules of service.” 
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The claimant started absenting himself from duty 
w.e.f. 26-3-1993. The Branch vide its letters dated 
23-4-1993 asked the petitioner to report for duty at the 
Branch, but he failed to attend duty in- response to the 
aforesaid letters (Photocopy enclosed marked as 
Annexure-1). After that, vide its letter dated 5-3-1994, the 
Branch wrote to the petitioner to report for duty within 30 
days of receipt of said notice and in case he fails to do so, 
he shall deemed to have been voluntarily retired from the 
service on the expiry of the said notice. In the month of 
May, 1994, the petitioner sent two medical certificates 
from 1-4-1994 to 30-4-1994 and 1st May, 1994 to 
15th May, 1994 issued by one Dr. R. K. Jethani, RMP, 
however no leave application was sent with it. Again in 
the month of June, 1994, two medical certificates from 16th 
May, 1994 to 30th May, 1994, and 31st May, 1994 to 14th 
June, 1994 issued by Dr. R. K. Jethani, RMP was received 
by the Bank. However, no leave application was sent by 
the claimant. Not satisfied on the medical certificates, the 
claimant was called to appear before Medical Board on 
8-7-1994 vide Branch letter No. 94/29 dated 28-6-1994 as 
per his service conditions. However, the claimant 
voluntarity abstained from appearing before Medical 
Board. The petitioner was served with a notice vide Branch 
Memo No. 94/42 dated 23-7-1994 calling upon him to report 
for duty within. 30 days of the date of notice as per his 
service conditions. However, the claimant failed to report 
for duty within 30 days of receipt of notice and did not 
give any explanation for his unauthorized absence. 
Accordingly, vide its registered notice dated 7-9-1994 the 
appointing authority i.e. the respondent No. 1 wrote to 
the claimant that as he has failed to report for duty in 
response to earlier notices of the branch dated 23-7-1994 
within 30 days, so it was deemed that he has voluntarily 
retired from the service of the Bank w.e.f. 23-8-1994. From 
this, it can be observed that the employee was first asked 
to report for duty without delay and when he continued 
to absent himself from work for a period of more than 90 
days consecutively then he was asked to report for duty 
within 30 days of notice as per the above mentioned terms 
of service cconditions. When he failed to report for duty 
within the aforesaid period, then he was deemed to have 
voluntarily retired from the service of the bank. It clearly 
shows that the Bank has taken all the steps and followed 
the principles of natural justice. It also clearly established 
that the claimant at the material time had no intention of 
joining the duties and the story put forward by him is 
completely a concocted version. 

It is denied for want of knowledge that the workman 
fell ill on 26-3-1993. However, reply given hereinabove in 
para 4 of the Preliminary Objections is reiterated. It is 
submitted that the claimant never submitted the medical 
certificates to the answering respondent which he has 
filed with the claim in the Court. Vide memo dated 
23-7-1994 the workman was called upon to report for duties 
or give satisfactory explanation to his unauthorized 


absence within 30 days of the notice. The workman neither 
reported for duties nor gave any explanation for his 
unauthorized absence, within the period specified in 
the memo dated 23-7-1994. Accodingly as per his service 
conditions as given in Clause 17 of the BPS dated 
10-4-1989, he was deemed to have voluntarily retired from 
the Bank’s Service w.e.f. 23-8-1994. The same was duly 
communicated to him vide letter dated 7-9-1994. 

The contents of Para 5 are wrong and denied. In reply 
to the reply given in the Preliminary Objections is reiterated. 
Furhter, there is absolutely no need of any inquiry in such 
type of cases where the claimant has himself voluntarily 
cessed of his services as per his service conditions 
prevailing at the material time and principles of natural justice 
is inherent in the memo dated 23-7-1994 and full opportunity 
was granted to the workman to report for duties within the 
period specified as per his service conditions. 

The claimant neither reported for duties nor gave 
any explanation for his unauthorized absence, within the 
period specified in the memo dated 23-7-1994. The claimant 
cannot be allowed premium over his deliberate acts of 
omissions/commissions. Further, it is wrong to state that 
the claimant had ever been dismissed from the Bank’s 
services; rather the claimant has himself voluntarily cessed 
of his services as per his service conditions prevalent at 
the material time. It is also wrong and denied that the 
claimant suffered any kind of losses as stated. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman applicant 
that he joined bank service on 28-9-1985. He was confirmed 
w.e.f. 31-3-1986. He fell ill on 26-3-1993 and he sent applications 
with medical certificates but he was not intimated regarding 
the status of his leave. After slite recovery the workman 
approached the bank on 21-9-1994 but he was informed that 
his services have been terminated and he has been voluntarily 
retired from service. 

It was further submitted that the bank did not 
conduct domestic inquiry and no opportunity was given 
to the workman to defend his case. His medical/sick 
certificates were not considered. His leave applications 
were not considered. He was arbitrarily and unjustifiably 
voluntary retired from Bank’s service. 

The date of joining of the workman and confirmation 
to the post is admitted. It is admitted to both the parties 
that he was voluntarily retired on 23-8-1994. It is also 
admitted that he appeared before the bank on 21-9-1994 
along with medical certificates. 
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The bank’s witness has further admitted that the entile 
fetirai benefits have not been paid to the workman. In case 
final and full settlement regarding the dues of the workman 
has not been reached St and he has not been paid all the 
retiral benefits he will be entitled to get 20 % Interest 

It was submitted from the side of the batik that the 
workman was directed bn 28-6-1994 to come with all his 
medical certificates to appear before Doctor on 
8-7-1994 (jut the workman did not appear before die Batik’s 
Doctor and he did not report. 

It was further submitted that on 23-7-1994,30 days 
notice was issued to the workman but still he did not rep&fl 
for duty or give any satisfactory explanation. The receipt of 
the letter dated 23-7-1994 has not been denied by the 
workman. He was duty bound to report for duty or give 
satisfactory explanation within 30 days but he sent no 
explanation and he did not report for duty The Sank on 
23-8-1994 sent him a letter of voluntary retirement* The 
workman has received this letter also bitiit is oil 2i-9-1994 
after one month of the receipt of the letter of Voluntary 
retirement he approached the bank for joining. In case foe 
workman fails to give satisfactory explanation of 30 days 
notice or he foils to report for duty Clause-17 of the BPS is 
attracted and order for voluntary retirement can he passed. 

It was further submitted that the workman was 
directed to appear before tile bank’s Doctor on 8-7-1994 at 
10.00 AM. by letter dated 28-6-1994 still he did not appear 
before the bank’s Doctor and he did not give ally 
satisfactory reply to that letter* 

It was further submitted that he was furnishing false 
certificate. He has no X-ray report, pathological report 
and other investigation report and even prescription. S© 
he did not appear before the Bank’s Doctor along With the 
clinical report at 10.00 AM. His medical certificates appear 
to be contradictory and even in court he has hot filed 
prescription or clinical report. 

The workman has annexed with the records the 
orignal UPC certificate dated 27-3-1993, 27-7-1993, 
27-11-1993,8-8-1993 and 21-2-1994. It appears that he has 
not sent any intimation to the bank after 21-2-1994. He 
was retired on 21-8-1994 after six months the workman 
has not entered into any correspondence with the bank, 
he has not filed applications for this period. 

It has been provided in Clause-17 that if an employee 
does not report for duty or give satisfactory explanation 
to 30 days notice it shall be deemed that he has no intention 
to join and he has taken some other avocation. The 
workman did not reply to 30 days notice or letter for 
appearing before the bank’s Doctor so the bank has 
rightly drawn presumption that the workman has taken 
some other avocation and he is not willing to resume duties 
in the bank. Clause 17 has been declared constitutional 
and the workman has failed to .prove that the reported for 
joining or he gave satisfactory explanation to 30 days 


desertions Will nnt be implied incase the employee sends 
intimation to the notiCti received by him. In the present 
case foe workman has received 30 days noice but neither 
he reported for duty nor he gave satisfactory explanation. 
The Bank has voluntarily retired him after complying with 
the terms and conditions of Clause-17 of the BPS. 

It has been held in 2001-I-LU page 174 that the 
burden Is on the employee to prove that he replied to 30 
days notice. .In case it is not proved by him he will be 
voluntarily retired. This case law is squarely applicable in 
the case of present workman. It is.not necessary for the 
batik to initiate inquiry against the workman and to give 
him lutffoteitt opportunity. Clause 17 of the BPS does not 
contemplate holding of inquiry. The clause comes into 
operation in case the employee foils to report for duty or 
give satisfactory application to 30 days notice. The 
workman has neither reported for duty nor he has given 
any satisfactory explanation so the bank has rightly order¬ 
ed voluntary retirement. The order is quite just and legal. 
No interference is required. 

The reference is replied thus 

The action Ctffoemanagement of State Bank of India 
m terminating the services of Shri Netra Pal, Ex. Mssenger 
by treating him to have voluntarily retired from Service 
w.e.f. 23-7-1994 it just, fair and legal. The workman 
applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for; 

Award is given accordingly. 

Dated5-4-2006 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

M 13 fofo, 2006 

for. for. i 749 - 3 ^Pt 4 > fW siftrfaOT, 1947 (1947 

UFT14) ^ «iro 17 foyWH WfoK fa 3Tfor 

fftqr jwwfsr WK MtefoT afr fosr, 

»(fo. 11 , M ^ tfwr 

«rrf ^1-85/2003) ^ wifora fot 

13-4-2006 

N. T^-12012/12/2003-folffoK (*M)] 

New Delhi, the 13 th April, 2006 

S.O. 1749.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID-85/20G3) of the 
Central Govt. Industrial Tribimal/Labour/Court. No. H, 
New Delhi inow as shown in the Annexure in the industrial 
dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of State Bank of India and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-12012/12/2003-1R (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


1215 Gl/06—19 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL -CUM-LABOUR-COURT-n, NEW DELHI 
LD. No. 85/2003 
Presiding Officer: R. N. RAI. 

In The Matter Of:— 

ShriRamchander, 

G/o Shri J.N. S. Kapoor, 

33-34 Bank Employees, 

Rajouri Garden, 

New Delhi-110 027 

Versus 

The Assistant General Manager, 

State Bank of India, 

Region-II, 11, Parliament Street, 

New Delhi-110001 

AWARD 

The Ministry.of Labour by its letter No .L-12012/12/ 
2003-IR(B-I) Central Government Dt- 30-05-2003 has 
referred the following point for adjudication : 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the action of the management of State 

Bankof India, Sarai Khawaja in non payment of back 

wages to Shri Ram Chand, Messenger is justified ? If 

not, what relief the workman is entitled to.” 

The workman applicant has filed claim Statement In 
the claim statement it has been stated therein, that the 
workman was permanently employed as Massenger in State 
Bank of India, Faridabad. That the workman was placed 
under suspension by the bank on 7-9-1983 for false and 
fabricated case against him filed by the Bank with the police. 

That the workman was dismissed by Bank on the 
basis of judgement against the workman of Shri V. P. Gupta, 
Judicial Magistrate, Faridabad. The Criminal Case was 
registered on the basis of F.I.R. filed by the Bank. 

That the workman filed an appeal against the said 
judgement in the Court of Session Judge, Faridabad who 
acquitted the workman honorably vide his order dated 
10-8-1998. 

That the workman submitted a detailed representa¬ 
tion vide his letter dated 18-8-1998 to the Bank for revocation 
of his illegal dismissal orders on the basis of acquittal 
orders passed by the Session Judge on 10-8-1998. The 
said letter was delivered to the Bank alongwith a copy of 
the judgement which was received by the Bank; the copy 
of which is enclosed marked Annexure ‘A’. 

That the workman was reinstated on the basis of the 
above order of the Session Judge on 21-9-1999 vide AGM 
letter No. DZO/RV/VKD 282 dated 20-9-2000; the copy of 
which is enclosed—(Marked Annexure ‘B’). 


That the workman has been paid wages for the 
suspension period i.e. from 7-9-1983 to 20-9-1994, but the 
wages from 21-9-1994 to 20-9-1999 during which the 
workman remained on illegal dismissal have not been paid 
by the Management. 

That the Bank on the basis of illegal conviction 
orders dated 21-9-1994, passed by the Judicial Magistrate- 
1, Faridabad, issued a show cause notice to dismiss the 
workman from the Bank’s service vide their letter No. PCF/ 
94/48 dated 29-11-1994, delivered to the workman on 
24-12-1994; the copy of which is enclosed—Marked 
Annexure‘C’. 

That the workman vide his letter dated 28-12-1994, 
delivered to the Bank against receipt, replied the 
management, that the order of the Judicial Magistrate has 
been stayed by the Session Judge, vide his order dated 
21-10-1994 and requested the Management not to 
implement the proposed show cause notice of dismissal 
in view of the stay orders. The copy of the stay order was 
also enclosed with the above application. The copy of the 
application is enclosed marked Annexure ‘D’ alongwith 
the copy of the stay order marked Annexure C E\ 

That despite stay order issued by the Hon’ble 
Session Judge on 21-10-1994, the Management still 
dismissed the workman illegally on 20-6-1995 vide their 
order No. BM-95-1996/PCF/5 dated 20-6-1995; the copy of 
which is enclosed marked Annexure ‘F\ 

That the workman was under suspension and the 
management should have allowed him to continue under 
suspension till the case would have been finally disposed 
of by the Hon’ble Session Judge. The Management dis¬ 
obeyed the orders of the Session Judge and illegally 
dismissed the workman on 20-6-1995. 

That the Hon’ble Addl. Session Judge, Faridabad 
acquitted the workman as per his judgement dated 
10-8-1998. The workman also submitted a copy of the 
above judgement to the Bank requesting the Bank for 
reinstatement with continuity of service alongwith full back 
wages and benefits. The copy of the representation dated 

19- 8-1998 sent to the Bank in this regard is enclosed— 
Marked Annexure ‘G’. 

That after several representation and legal notices 
the Asstt. General Manager, Region-V, State Bank of India, 
Zonal Office, New Delhi vide his letter No. DZO/RV/VKP/ 
282 dated 20-9-1999 advised the workman as under : 

“In view of your acquittal from the Appellate Court 
in case U/S 476, 471 & 420 IPC, you are hereby 
reinstated in Bank’s service with immediate effect. 
Accordingly you are instructed to report for duty to 
the Branch Manager, Sarai Khawaja Branch. 

The decision regarding your claim for other benefits 
will be taken up separately.” 

That the Bank paid the workman back wages for 
suspension period without interest i.e. from 8-9-1983 to 

20- 9-1994 but did not pay him back wages from the date of 
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his dismissal Le. 21-9-1994 to 20-9-1999(hiringwhich period 
the Bank illegally dismissed the workman. 

That the workman submitted a detailed 
representation to the Bank in this regard i.e. for claiming 
wages for the illegal dismissal period on 16-7-2000; the 
copy of which is enclosed Marked Annexure ‘H\ 

That despite several representation* the Bank did 
not resolve the dispute of the workman, therefore, the 
above dispute has been referred to this Hon’ble Tribunal 
by the Govt of India, Ministry of Labour after due process. 

That in terms of provision of Sastry Award 
governing the service conditions of the workman, it is laid 
down that if an employee prefers an appeal against the 
conviction and is acquitted, the management shall review 
his case and reinstate him. The employee was accordingly 
reinstated by the Management but they are denying him 
his legitimate claim of back wages for the illegal dismissal 
period. 

That the workman was illegally and for malafide 
reasons criminally proceeded by the Bank just to harass 
and victimise him and protect the culprits holding high 
position in the Bank. 

That the workman is the lowest ranked employee, 
i.e. PEON (Messenger) in the Bank. He and his family, 
were subjected by the Bank to mental torture, starvation 
and agony for Sixteen Years i.e. from the-date of his illegal 
suspension on 7-9-1983 followed by malafide F.I.R. by the 
Management, arrest of the workman, criminal trial then 
conviction by the Judicial Magistrate followed by illegal 
dismissal by the Management on 21-9-1994 despite stay - 
order issued by the Session Judge against the conviction 
order of the Judicial Magistrate, till the date of acquittal 
by the Session Judge on 20-9-1999. The workman and his 
family suffered for 16 years for no fault on their part. Now 
again to harass and victimise the workman, the 
Management is denying his legitimate and legal claim of 
wages for the period of is unlawful dismissed period i.e. 
21-9-1994 to 20-9-1999. 

That in view of the facts stated above, the action of 
the Management is illegal, malafide and amounts to unfair 
labour practice and victimisation of the workman. 

The Management has filed Written Statement. In 
the written statement it has been stated that the, dispute 
raised by the workman has not been espoused by a trade 
union and therefore the same does not acquire the status 
of an Industrial Dispute. The Dispute raised before this 
court is not covered under Section 2A of the I.D. Act and 
therefore needs espousal from a trade union in order to 
become a collective dispute as contemplated in the scheme 
• of the Industrial Dispute Act. Therefore, it cannot be 
adjudged by this Tribunal, which has been created under 
the Act to decide the Industrial Disputes only. 
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The true fact that the workman who was working as 
a Messenger with the Management got discounted DD’s 
on 5-1-1982, 9-1-1982 and 7-12-1981 amounting to fts. 
13900.00 in the account of one M/s. Amit Engg. A 
proprietary concern of Neelam Gupta and Hukam Chand. 
The above cheques were received back and the amount 
could not be recovered from the account holders. As the 
Workman had misused his official position in the 
Management Bank, a charge sheet dated 2-3-1984 was 
issued to the Workman. However the workman drawn a 
sum of Rs. 52000 from the account of Smt. Kantal Rani, 
who was having an account in the branch where the 
Workman was employed, by forging her signatures. A 
FIR with respect to this misappropriation was lodged with 
the police on 10-8-1983 and the Workman was arrested. 
The police investigated the case and filed charge sheets 
in the court and the Workman was convicted under 
Sections 467,471 and 420 of the I.P.C. by the court after a 
trial vide judgement—dated 21-9-1994. A show cause 
notice dated 29-11-1994 was served upon the workman 
under Sec. 521(2) (b) of the Sastry Award read Sec. 10(1)(I) 
of the Banking Regulations Act and subsequently the 
services of the Workman were terminated w.e.f. 21-9-1994. 

However, it is wrong and denied that the appellate 
court honourably acquitted the workman. The acquittal 
of the workman was on the basis of benefit of doubt and 
not honourable as alleged by the workman. 

However, it is false and hence denied that the Wages 
for the period between 21-09-1994 to 20-09-1999 were 
illegally not paid to him. It is submitted that the workman 
had not worked for this period and therefore not entitled 
to wages. 

It is wrong and denied that the conviction of the 
workman was stayed by the Appellate Court. It is submitted 
that the Appellate Court granted bail to the workman and 
admitted the matter for hearing. 

The workman has not basis to submit that he was 
entitled to be continued in service or that he should have 
been allowed to continue till final disposal of the case. 
The management acted in accordance with the applicable 
rules and regulations such as Section 10(l)(bXi) of the 
Banking Act and no illegality was committed by the 
management in dismissing the workman. It is vehemently 
denied that the management disobeyed the orders of the 
Sessions Judge or that it committed any illegality in 
dismissing the workman from service. 

It is submitted that the workman was paid wages for 
the period for which he was entitled as per the applicable 
law and the rules and regulations. It is denied that the 
workman was illegally dismissed from his service. It is 
reiterated that the dismissal of the workman from service 
was in accordance with die applicable rules, regulations 
and settlements binding on the parties. 
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That the management reinstated the workman in 
service in accordance with the applicable rules, regulations 
and settlements, but as he had not worked during the 
interregnum and was convicted by the Trial Court, therefore 
he was denied the back wages for the period he rendered 
no service with the management It is wrong and hence 
denied that the management denied any legitimate claim of 
the workman as alleged in para under reply. The workman 
was denied back wages, as he was not entitled for the same. 

It is denied that the management for malafide reasons 
prosecuted the workman or that he was victimized/harassed 
by the management. It is submitted that the Police is the 
prosecuting agency in the criminal trials and accordingly 
the. Police discharged its duty for pursuing the prosectuion 
of the workman for the illegalities committed by him and 
the management had no role to play in the prosecution of 
the workman. The management acted bonafidely to protect 
the interests of the customers whose money was 
misappropriated by the workman. 

It is denied that the workman and/or his family were 
subjected to mental torture, starvation or agony. The 
management bank acted bonafidely and if at all the 
workman and his family suffered, It was due to his own 
misdeeds and faults. It is wrong and denied that the 
workman was illegally dismissed or that he was dismissed 
despite stay order of the Session Judge, as alleged in para 
under reply. It is denied that the workman and his family 
suffered or that the management had any intention to 
harass or victimize the workman, as alleged in para under 
reply. The allegations of the workman as contained in para 
under reply have no basis whatsoever and vehemently 
denied by the management. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most»of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that he was suspended on 7-9-1983 on false and 
fabricated cases pursuant to lodging of FIR. It is admitted 
that he was convicted by the Trial Court on 21-09-1994. 
After his conviction the respondent removed him from 
service. It is also admitted that the workman preferred 
appeal against the order of conviction of the Trial Court 
on 21-09-1994. Appeal was admitted in the Appellate forum 
and the workman was bailed out. It is also admitted thatv 
the workman was equitted by the Ld. Session Judge. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
the Ld. Session Judge granted him bail on 21-09-1994 and 
stayed the operation of sentence and judgment. 


From perusal of the bail order it transpires that he 
was only bailed out and conviction or sentence was not 
stayed by the appellate court dated 21-09-1994. 

It was further submitted that the workman was 
illegally dismissed despite the stay of the operation of the 
sentence or the stay of the operative portion of the 
judgment. There is no stay of sentence or conviction 
passed by the Ld. Session Judge in criminal appeal. That 
the admitted facts are that the workman was dismissed 
when he was convicted by the Trial Court and he was 
reinstated on 21-09-1994 when he was equitted by the Ld. 
Session Judge. 

Jt was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he is entitled to back wages for the period of his dismissal 
i.e. from 21-09-1994 to 20-09-1999 as he shall be deemed to 
be in continuous service. 

It was submitted from the side of the respondent 
that dispute is not an industrial dispute. In view of Section 
2(k) of the ID Act, ID has been defined in 2(k). The dispute 
in this case is connected with the employment or non¬ 
employment of the workman. No espousal is necessary. 

Section 2A has been inserted by Act No. 35 of 1965 
for section 3 w.e.f. 1-12-1965. According to the definition 
of this amended section discharge dismissal etc. shall be 
deemed to be an industrial dispute notwithstanding union 
being a party to the dispute. Section 2(A) is inserted on 
1-12-1965. It implies in clear terms that no espousal is 
required in individual disputes between the employer and 
employee in case it has prpxiroity with discharge dismissal 
etc. In view of amendment no espousal is required. The 
dispute is very much industrial dispute as it falls within 
the domain of 2(A) and 2(K) is not attracted in the present 
case. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the Hon’able Apex Court has held in 
(1996) 12 FAC LR 731 that after an appeal is admitted and 
bail is granted there is no final judgment against the 
appellant. Since the judgment and conviction is under 
appeal so there is no final judgment but it cannot be said 
that conviction or sentence be deemed to be stayed after 
a- -»eal is admitted and the convict is bailed out. This case 
law *s not applicable in the facts and circumstances of the 
case. My attention was also drawn to 1990 CRJ Page 1919. 
Sentence or operative portion of the judgment or 
conviction is not specifically stayed in the present case. 
The workman should have obtained stay from the appellate 
court in case he apprehend that- evil civil consequences 
will visit him. The appellate court stays the conviction of 
the Trial Court when conviction is not based on cogent 
reasons and reliable evidence. 

In the instant case the Ld. Session Judge has held 
that prosecution has failed to prove his case beyond any 
shadow of doubt as such the workman has been equitted 
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by the appellate court on benefit of doubt. The Ld. Session 
Judge has not specifically stayed the operative portion of 
the judgment So (1966) 12 FAC LR 231 is not applicable in 
the instant case. 1990 Criminal Law Journal 1919 is not 
also applicable in the facts and circumstances of the 
present case. \ 

It was further submitted from the side of the workman 
that there are infirmities in the evidence of the management 
witness. Oral evidence is.of little importance in the present 
case. The case is based on documents and the law point 
is involved i.e. whether the workman is entitled to get full 
back wages for his period of dismissal. 

My attention was drawn to 2003 9 AD (SC) 220. 
The Hon’ble Apex Court has categorically held that the 
department in such case is nowhere concerned with the 
criminal case and therefore cannot be saddled with liability 
for back wages for the period when he was out of service 
during/after conviction suffered by the respondent in the 
criminal case. 

In view of the above judgment of the Apex Court 
the workman is not entitled to get back wages for the 
period of his conviction. The law cited by the workman is 
not applicable in the facts and circumstances of the present 
case. The workman has been dismissed as per the 
provision of the Banking Act. The bank has acted legally. 
The dismissal is not illegal in view of this fact also. The 
workman applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed 
for. 

The reference is replied thus:— 

The action of the management of State Bank of \ 
India, Sarai Khawaja in non-payment of back wages to 
Shri Ram Chander, Messenger is justified. The workman 
applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 4-4-2006 

R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
13 2006 

' ffil. 3ff. 1750-3JtalPw> r<W arfafwr, 1947 (1947 
14) m 17 % SFgmif, HT5PR ^ 

ifm % 

if We stertfw fams if 

Slf^RflT/SPT IT. II, ftcrtrll % (lK*f W«qi 

1ft-148/1998) ^ y+lfold 
13-4-2006 WIT m % 

[if. 12012/328/1997-snf 31K (^t-I)] 

3T*R Srfwft 


New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1750.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (ID-148/1998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, No. II, New Delhi now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of State Bank of India and their 
workman, which was eceived by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006 ' - 

[No. L-12012/328/1997-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSrnUALTRffiUNAI^CUM- 
LABOUR COURT-II, NEW DELHI 

I.D. No. 148/1998 
Presiding Officer :R.N. RAI 

In the matter of:— 

Shri Jasbir Singh, 

IIG-71, Lajpat Nagar II, 

New Delhi. 

VERSUS 

The Assistant General Manager, 

Region-1, 

State Bank of India, 

Delhi Zonal Office, 

11, Sansad Marg, 

New Delhi-110001 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-12012/ 
328/1997-IR(B-I) Central Government Dt. 20-08-1998 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the action of the Management of State 

Bank of India in terminating die services of Shri Jasbir 
* Singh, Clerk-cum-typist is just, fair and legal. If not, 

what relief the concerned workman is entitled to?” 

The workman applicant has filed claim statement. In 
the claim statement it has been stated that the plaintiff 
was employed at Jangpura Branch of the Defendant Bank. 

That the service conditions of the award staff in the 
bank are governed by the provisions of the Shastri award 
as modified by the Desai award and the subsequent 
Bipartite-part settlement which have statutory force. 

That during January 1991 the workman plaintiff fell 
sick and was advised complete bed rest by the attending 
physician. The workman applied for leave and submitted 
to the bank the relevant medical certificates along with the 
leave applications. 
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That the Branch Manager, Jangpura Branch of the bank 
vide his memorandum no. 91/828 dt 10th Feb, 1991 addressed 
to the plaintiff wrote “it is observed that you are absenting 
from duty unauthorisedly since 23-1-1991. You are therefore 
advised to report for duty within 3 days of the receipt of this 
letter and explain the reason for your absence without notice”. 
Tie workman being sick his wife advised to the bank 
about his sickness and forward the leave applications under 
postal certificates. The photocopies of the leave applications/ 
Medical certificates and postal receipts are enclosed and 
marked as Annexure A-l to 1-3. 

That in the meanwhile due to the family dispute 
the plaintiff had to leave his father’s house, as his father 
severed all links with him. A photocopy of the relevant 
affidavit is enclosed and marked as Annexure-J. 

That in Sept. 1993 the plaintiff recovered from the 
illness and become fit to join the duties. He informed of 
the same to the bank vide his letter dt. 8-9-1993, sent to the 
bank by registered post, as the branch manager on his 
reporting at the branch had not allowed him to join the 
duties. A photocopy of the letter with postal receipt is 
enclosed and marked as Annexure-K. This letter was 
followed by the plaintiff by a reminder dt. 9-12-1993 duly 
receipt by the bank. A copy of the reminder is enclosed 
and marked as Annexure-L. 

That the Branch Manager, Jangpura Branch vide 
his letter dt. 9-2-1994, in reply to the plaintiff letter 
dt. 8-9-1993, 9-12-1993 informed him about his inablity to 
allow the Plaintiff to rejoin his duties. A photocopy of the 
letter is enclosed marked as Annexure-M. 

That the plaintiff in response the branch manager’s 
letter dt. 9-12-1994 advised to him that he had already 
submitted his leave applications and relevant medical 
certificates from time to time and he should be allowed to 
join the duties. A Photocopy of the letter is enclosed 
marked as Annexure-N. 

That the branch manager against all norms and rules 
did not allow the plaintiff to join the duties and instead 
verbally advised to him that he has since been retrenched 
from the bank’s service. The branch manager had verbally 
informed to workman that his sevices has been terminated, 
the plaintiff had not received any notice or termination of 
service. 

That this termination of service without any notice 
or enquiry is unjust, unfair and illegal and therefore, should 
be set aside. 

The Management has filed written statement in the 
written statement it has been stated that Mr. Jasbir Singh 
cannot raise the present dispute after a lapse of 6 years. 
Mr. Singh being treated to have voluntarily retired from 
the bank’s service in the year 1991 has raised the present 
dispute in the year 1997. So, he is guilty of delay and 
latches cannot be granted any relief. In one of the case 
titled as CBI Vs. S. Satyam AIR 1996, Supreme Court 2526, 


the Supreme Court observed that lapse of long period of 
several years is sufficient to decline relief. 

The applicant, Mr. Jasbir Singh, is estopped by his 
act and conduct to raise the present industrial dispute as 
he has remained wilfully absent from his duties and at the 
relevant time had no intention to join the duties. Mr. Jasbir 
Singh has put forward a concocted story to explain his 
unauthorized absence from the Bank. He is putting forward 
a lame and false excuse to justify his claim of joining the 
Bank after he has been deemed to have voluntarily 
abandoned the job as per the terms and conditions, of 
service incorporated in the Bipartite Settlement entered 
into between the Management of State Bank of India and 
State Bank of India Staff Association. 

Mr. Jasbir Singh was working as Typist/Clerk at 
Jangpura Branch of the respondent Bank. He did not attend 
the office w.e.f. 23-1-1991 without making any application. 
When the Branch, did not receive any leave application or 
any information about Mr. Jasbir Singh, the Branch vide 
their letter No. 91/828 dated 10-2-1991 (Annexure-I) asked 
Mr. Jasbir Singh to report for duty within 3 days from the 
date of the letter. The contents of the said letter clearly 
state that Mr. Jasbir Singh is absenting unauthorisedly 
from the Bank. If he would have made an application at the 
time of proceeding on leave, then the Bank must have 
mentioned the same in the said letter or there was no need 
to send the said letter to him. Nobody at the Branch v/as 
ever having any maladies against Mr. Singh, Actually, the 
Branch never received any application supported by 
medical certificate either from Mr. Jasbir Singh or his wife 
as is evident from the records of the Branch, the Inward 
Dak Register (Annexure-II). The photo copies of Inward 
Dak Register of the relevant period is enclosed herewith. 
You will appreciate that if an employee wants to have any 
relief form the management, he must come with clean hands. 
Pov/er to grant leave vests with the ‘Management and, 
therefore, the employee should satisfy the Management 
in support of his plea of sickness. Mr. Jasbir Singh never 
submitted any leave application supported, by medical 
certificate at the relevant time. As has been held in a number 
of cases by various High Courts that the medical certificate 
by the workman should be produced alongwith an 
application for leave to enable the Management to consider 
the same at the time of taking a decision and he cannot 
produce it later on v/hen the action has already been taken 
as per the standing instructions/terms & conditions of 
the service of workman. In the present case, actually a 
concocted story has been made just to get a re-entry in the 
Bank. At the relevant time, Mr. Jasbir Singh had no intention of 
joining the duties but subsequently, he changed his mind and 
wants to undo his previous acts. 

Accordingly, Mr. Jasbir Singh started absenting 
himself from the duties w.e.f. 23-1-1991. He v/as reminded 
of attending the duties by first letter notice dated 
10-2-1991. When he failed to report for duty as per the 
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rules, a notice after 90 days was sent to him vide letter No. 
Br. Gen/91/997 dated 23-4-1991 (Annexure-IV) to report 
for duty within 30 days. Mr. Singh, in response to the said 
notice. Neither reported for duty nor satisfied the 
Management regarding his unauthorised absence from 
the Bank which clearly indicated that he had no intention 
of joining the duties at the relevant time. Thereafter, the 
Bank sent a final notice No. DAO: RI: PCF: 2301 dated 
5-9-1991 (Annexure-V) through registered post (Annexure- 
VI) Which Mr. Jasbir Singh refused to accept and it was 
received back by the Branch. However, the same notice 
was also issued through U.P.C. and the ordinary post 
which must have been received by Mr. Singh and the same 
have not been returned to the Bank. 

In view of the above, treating Mr. Singh having 
voluntarily retired from the bank’s service, is completely 
in terms of rules and terms & conditions of service and the 
action of the Management is fully justified. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reieterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the written 
statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman that 
he feel sick on 23-01-1991. He did not intimate the Bank 
regarding the same. The bank sent him notice dated 
10-02-1991 and he advised his wife to send leave application 
along with medical certificate under postal certificate. - 

It was further submitted that Annexure—1 to 13 are 
the leave applications supported by medical certificates. 
The postal receipts are photocopies. The originals of the 
photocopy receipts have not been filed. It was submitted 
that the applicant’s wife gave it to some counsel audit was 
lost. No original postal certificate has been annexed with 
the records. It is admitted by the claimant that he sent 
application and medical certificate after receiving letter of 
the bank dated 10-2-1991. So the workman was on 
unauthorized leave and did not send any application for 
medical leave prior to receiving the letter of the bank dated 
10-2-1991 for explaining his unauthorised absence since 
23-1-1991. So the workman was initially absent without 
any sanctioned leave and he has not sent application 
regarding his unauthorized absence upto 10-2-1991. 

It was further submitted that due to family dispute 
the plaintiff has to leave his father’s address as his father 
has served all links with him. The workman has furnished 
his address in the claim the address of his father’s house 
so it appears that he has tried to make a case that he left his 
father’s house for two and half years and he has again 
gone to his father’s house. He has filed a photocopy of his 
father’s declaration regarding severance of all ties. He has 


not filed original affidavit so the workman has not proved 
that his relations in 1991 were embittered with his father 
and he was constrained to leave Ins father’s house and 
dwelat some other place. He has not stated anywhere as to 
when he left his father’s house and when he again came to 
reside in his father’s house. 

. It was submitted from the side of the manag ement that 
he should have sent intimation to the bank regarding change 
of his address but he has not dene so. It implies invariably 
that he was residing in his father’s house. He could not reply 
to the bank’s notice after 9 days of unauthorized absence so 
he has taken the plea that hebas left his father’s house. 

It was further submitted from the side of the bank 
that the workman feel sick on 23-1-1991 and he informed 
the bank on 8-9-1993 regarding his fitness to join duty and 
he appeared.before the Branch Manager for the first time 
on 21-9-1993 at a lapse of two and half years time . 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that this dispute has been raised after a lapse 
of six years. The workman is estopped 'from raising this 
dispute after such a long interregunm. Article 137, Indian 
Limitation Act is not applicable so delay is not material for 
entertaining the reference. Delay is material for back wages. 

It was further submitted from the side of the workman 
that the inward Dak register discloses that no medical leave 
applications have been entered therein. In this way the 
application for medical leave was sent by the workman and 
they were not entered in the register. It may be that during 
that period none would have applied through post office for 
medical leave. An employee invariably proceeds on leave 
after its sanction and in rare case without prior sanction. An 
employee even if he intends to proceed on medical leave 
gets its leave sanctioned by filing application along with his 
medical leave in person. So there may not be any entry of 
any application for medical leave or any other leave. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that'the workman did not report for duty when 30 days 
notice was issued to him after his 90 days absence. A letter 
dated 23-04-1991 was sent to him asking him to resume 
duty but he did not report for joining duty and he did not 
give satisfactory explanation to that notice. 

It was further suhmitted from the side of the bank 
that Clause-17 is a mutual agreement between the bank 
and its federation and both the parties have to abide by the 
settlements. Clause-17 stipulates that if after 90 days of 
unauthorised absence a notice for explanation for absence 
and for reporting duty is sent and no reply is received from 
the side of the workman and he does not report for duty, 
the bank is authorized to treat the workman voluntary retired. 
In this case the hank issued letter of voluntary retirement on 
5-9-1991. in view of non-compliance with 30 days notice 
dated 23-4-1991. A notice was sent to the address of the 
workman but still he did not report for duty. He reported for 
duty on 8-9-1993 after a lapse of almost two years from the 
service of 30 days notice. 
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It was submitted from the side of the bank that in 
case a notice is returned with the endorsement refused it 
will imply that the employee has no intention to join duty 
in the bank and he has taken some other avocation and he 
has voluntarily abundoned his service. 

It was further submitted that in Para 18 of agreement 
it has been provided that the absence will not amount to 
desertion in case the employee has sent intimation to the 
bank. The bank has to initiate inquiry for punishing the 
workman for his misconduct. According to Para 18 the 
workman is required to send a notice to the management 
and he has to intimate the management regarding his 
absence and he should have filed leave applications. 

In the instant case it is admitted that the workman 
unauthorisedly absented himself on 23-1-1991 and he sent 
medical application in February, 1991. He has filed 
photocopies of postal receipts. The initial burden is on the 
workman to prove that he has sent intimation to the bank 
regarding his unauthorised absence and he has sent medical 
certificates. The photocopeis of postal receipts are not 
sufficient to prove that he has sent intimation to the bank 
regarding his absence.. 

The applicant has filed several photocopy certificates 
of posting but these are not admissible in evidence. By 
merely saying that the original are lost it cannot be gathered 
that the workman has proved that he sent intimation to the 
bank regarding his unauthorised absence. 

It was submitted from the side of the workman 
applicant that he was suffering from mental disease so he 
could not attend duty. Photocopies of medical certificate 
of Dr. Vijay Kumar Vats, MBBS has been filed for the entire 
period of over two and half years. In photocopies of 
certificate there is no diagnosis of the disease. It is not 
legible as to of what disease the workman was suffering. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that in case the workman was suffering from some mental 
ailment then he could have approached a Pyschiatrist. 

Dr. Vijay Kumar Vats has furnished him certificate all 
along but he has not mentioned the disease of which he 
was giving treatment. It cannot be believed that a person 
will suffer from mental disease for over two and half years 
and he will get him treated from an MBBS Doctor. In case 
the workman was suffering he would have got himself 
treated by a mental specialist in natural course. 

It was further submitted that no prescription, no 
pathological report, no X-ray report has been annexed with 
the records. If Vijay Kumar Vats was Doctor who provided 
treatment to the workman, he must have given some 
prescription. No receipt regarding purchase of any 
medicine, no pathology report has been submitted. 

It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the case has been made out after 5—6 
years and medical certificate has been procured by a Doctor 
which could not be examined in the Tribunal to certifiy the 
fact that medical certificate has been issued by him. 


It was further submitted from the side of the 
management that the workman has filed on record 
photocopy receipts of UPC. It cannot be presumed that in 
natural course every time applications and medical 
certificates are sent through UPC of which there cannot be 
any record in the postal department. The original receipts 
have not been produced. If the original postal receipts are 
received or lost cogent and reliable evidence should be 
produced but the workman has not done so. 

It was further submitted that there is no cogent and 
reliable proof of the loss of the original. Photocopies have 
been manufactured and concocted to make out the case. It 
was further submitted that the workman was voluntarily 
retired in 1991 and he has raised this dispute in 1999 after a 
long gap of 8 years and he could not justifiy in his claim 
statement as to under what circumstances there has been 
such a long delay. Evidence produced by the workman 
does not inspire any confidence. No reliance can be placed 
on photocopies. 

The workman remained absent for two and half years 
and he has not filed even photocopies of medical certificates 
which indicate that he was suffering from major ailments. It 
can be inevitably gathered in such circumstances that the 
workman has taken some other avocation and he was not 
willing to join duty. The Conduct of the workman constitutes 
abundonment and there is total and complete. 

Giving up of duties. It sends a signal that workman 
has no intention to resume his duties. In the facts and 
circumstances of the case abundonment or relinquishment 
of service is provided by the facts and circumstances 
attaining in this case and by conduct of the workman. He 
has not adduced adequate evidence to prove his long 
illness and his intention to resume duty. The bank has 
rightly acted in view of JT (2000) 5 SCO and 2001—I—LLJ 
174. This case law is squarely convered by the law cited 
above and he is not entitled to any relief as prayed for. The 
law cited by the workman applicant is not applicable in the 
present facts and circumstances of the case. 

The reference is replied thus :— 

The action of the Management of State Bank of 

India in terminating the services of Shri Jasbir Singh, 

Qerk-cum-typist is just fair and legal. The workman 

applicant is not entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

dated 5-4-2006 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

13 stim, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1751.—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (12/1993) of 
the Industrial Tribunal, Kota now as shown in the 
Annexure, in the industrial dispute between the employers 
in relation to the Management of Hadoti Kashetriya 
Grarnin Bank and their workmen, which was received by 
*he Central Goverhment on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/18/1993-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

3RJ8FTR 

faster ar fafa : fa. fa. tjrtt, rttt. fa. t^t. 

tfiMlfa: fa. ^Tt/fafaR/12/93 
icMlfa WlfiW: 19-4-1993 
R#T <TTTR IRflilT, 9PT Rf fa 3?lfaT 

teJT l^-12012/18/1993-3irf. 3TTT. (fa-1) 

ter 3Rte «tttt io( i x^) faiftfri* 
fafate, 1947 
TO 

Tiro* * 3”** _.....infa *fte 

Pi^itil yin WfRT PnHi W 

te, tor rtoctr 9 -^ fa, 
pw i enf Thy, fater 

unft fate fa far fa uftPidt _..fafafate 

aw i fa Prates fatefaTOftfa_fa rr. fa tjrtt 

3Tp4pRW fifte : 28-3-2006 
flfaP l ufa 

*m aw tesrc r$ teft fa tot ufafte 

3Tfa?r SKI fR*R tel, fafafte fRRtR fafaRRR, t947(iRtf 

?rsR<M" faster *' fa tefam tor -arte (fa m 10) 

(l) (fa) fa 3WrifrT ftt ^ n ni ftmu i fa fafaffaM fate 

IfanTOi:- 

‘ ‘ Whether the claim of Shri Ram Swaroop that he 
worked with Hadoti Kashetriya Gramm Bank 
from 16-4-84 to 16-6-88 as Class IV employee is 
correct? If so, whether the action of the 
management of Hadoti KeshetriyaGraminBank 
in terminating his services w.e.f. 17-6-1988 is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled to and from which date?” 

2. fa’ ylki fa A RT <J40-d 

WFRf fa ^jrrt farfter ^rfaRnfafate 

3. 3mff <IH*R*MT fa fa* fa te fate TOJfl RR 

fafan fa rf arftePw to t Ifa rf annfaf Prate fa 
^iran TOte Sifafa fafaR Ttfte Ifa TORT R5RT 


fTORRTfalfafa 16-6-1984 fa 16-6-1988 TO Rcjfafafa 

■'teiifa fa rr fa fate ^ain *n, Rr=g fafa Ifaffa 17 - 6-1988 
fastorfaTORtefatiRT rr ftefair tetefa fate 

17-6-1988 fa fr fa T tft RW fa TOR RR fate W*ff fa RR*f 
fafatefa^ftei^R^faf^TOnR^ 

^nro Riff ffan toi ufaf fa fafa fa TOr tertere: 
raffar Rter fa to fasfa fa tort fa R>f faro ^nte 

TO*, TPWTO, $tm ^ ?n?TTO 3Tlf^ =Ft i!=h<l ^TT d J !l4l 
TO, HI# ^ ^T: fate 3T3RR fan TO I W 

k4»l< 3lftffaw ^4»t VW 25-‘< L rC3ft.T?^L ^ RW^TFff ^TT 
Ifan TO I RTtff #TT ^ I3ncT te TORT ^TT 31T TfT 

■an*n Ref *?Tfar ! te te ^ 

‘^ttot - ??far 'jfanfar fa^ u^n 

4. arortf fate? tot te^TTO3TTO?r 

^T^^nr WTO^TTOTOtfa3n«n^ KHI«F 12-6-1985 
$ 8-12-1985 TO ^FfT 3Wf^ 3 ^ 140 fa # 3Ttet 
3nTOMn qjTO TOT ^ ^ ^ TO t 

Ptto i ^ < i h fan ti tjfa ane|T ^=ft 

Riff Rff 3RT; TORffl R ^tfa? 3TTO R^fa? faR 
fa RR atffarff Riff tl arffamrc 7T«ff 8-12-85 ^Ft 3lfa 
faur fa % to TOtte fa iren fi fafa cp«B if 7 ^ 
faroffa fan to i fa wste tort Iter 

33TRT TOR* TO fatef Rft?TO Rfafa" faTOfa "ff 3TRTT 
RT*ff TO RR^4"< fa *f 240 fa TO TOT fa fan tl 
Ry farfawpfan faf wroi tot te rtt far- 
fat fa t tefa aro te iifa farro fa tor 
ftefanfai 

5. TOfat ^ stefaR ^ TO2 far ^ fa fa ark 
srfa TOT -ff TO RR fa«T-RR fafa 28-10-2002 fa 

TOpr fan to «n fat fa ffay fa Ifa fater fa r^ 

TOR fa fa $| RJRTTRT 6-3-2006 fa fafa 3TRm fa 
27-3-2006 faR fa fa RTRJ fa TOfa fm ^ 
TOT fate fa ^3TT ?TT RT fa RffafR RF TOR 
fan Irt Rft srfat far "ff 4>li far R^t rrrt Rifa $ far 

aTRRT TOR TOTRT R>TR f I 3TR: TOT RR RTW-RR TOR H 
RTFR RFR faTt 3TTO RkTtRtR RR Rfu « RT, 3 TpT^T RT 
fa fa R^f TOT iTfa fa fa faRRTR faf TOT RT^cT 
fa R5TRT TO2 fan TOI 

RFR TORRff fa fa R TORfa RR ^RTR^fRT 

TOter fan toi fa fa far 3 ter fates fafa 

i, te fteT “ff RTOT Rfa STOte TFT i fate: 

3TfafaTTOSKlfa Rffafafc 17-6-88 
RTRT ^n^fnn RR fat* R^t f far RF STfMfRRRRte tfart 
TOTT RR fa^ 3T3fa TOT fa RR fafafa fa t TO fafa 

ter fa fa tor RTfafafa rr fan fan to $i 

fa fa. trt, TOter 


1215 Gl/06—20 
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R^ft^t, 13 3T^T ( 2006 

971.39. 1752.-3^1* 19919 1947 (1947 

99 14) 9ft m 17 # "4*,#^#971797173?mf 79761# 

¥94<1’l 9> 7N«5 3^7 3H# 9»*f9>k1 9> 4l4, 31^49 

# Pl4l4 #’ allaiPl* 3lf9977W99 '-4141614, 

3R#r7 # W (7ft4 WIT 7lt3TTf#3TI7-5/2003) #1 y*iftia 
^ t, ^ 9¥#9 7179717 13-4-2006 9ft ¥191 |T3TT «ni 

[71. xr?r-14012/75/2002-39^ 397; OsRj)] 
7^ ftft, t797 37f997T7l 
New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1752. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Hof 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. CITR-5/ 
2003 of the Industrial Tribunal, Ajmer as shown in the 
Anrtexure, in the industrial dispute between the 
management of Army School, 19, B.l Line, and their 
workmen, received by the Central Government on 
13-4-2006. 

[No. L-14012/75/2002-1R (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

3EJ3RT 

219 -4141TH-f ^14lfl(cH<U|, 

379^7 

7lt31Tt<#3TTT 9. 5/03 

[^BWmrel-14012/75/02 (371^.3TR. (#^) 
ft. 17-4-03] 

#R# ft# ¥<# St 2893/5, 4Wll 97FTT, 

97ft7l419 f96n 379^7 

-3nf5rai/9ifw 

«HI4 

1. 3R9S1, 39# 79761, 19,#. 1, cTT^T, (31997) M#7MK 

r> •'i 

tSfcTf 3m( 

2. f¥#¥61, 39# 7*61, 19, #1, 6Hf¥, ( 3T9#0 97lt7I919 
f96n 319# 

-3T5IT«ff/W^FFl 

77937: # #.¥7T. #7slT9?l 3TT7 119 9 ¥71 
¥l*ff 971397 9 # 4H^d. TftfUil 3lf9996T ¥lf*f9T 

3T¥T# 9?1 37^7 # : # 3Tl.#. TO 3lfq99¥T 3T¥T# 

3T9i"i 

ft. 4-3-06 

4^ 79997 -gRT #99 ftl9T9 W ¥9717 t ft> :- 

“Whether the action of the management of Chairman/ 
Principal, Army School Nasirabad Dist. Ajmer in 
dismissing Smt. Narbada Devi W/o Sh. Pooran 
Chand Ex. Aya from Service w.e.f. 12-7-2002 is just 
and legal? If not to what relief the concerned workman 
is entitled to?” 


Rlfsfcn 9ft ItItI ¥191 el ft 47 ^iRft #f<J7T cf<r(4 ft>4l 
99T f977 47 ¥l1«fal ft 3T¥ftt 3TlT 7l 31197 9#9 ¥7<Jcf 

977 cF«H f9791 t ft? ^719ft fT^farl 1-11-83 9ft ftddU.471 
hI*i^<I 74j6l ft 7Tf99 ftikAH ^ii-hT 

771799# TTcf' 79761 # ftftftft 97ft# HftUWK 5R1 6¥ft 85 
"Sift HI? 97 3TT9T 9> ¥9 ¥7 9^ #1 ¥lfft9T 9 ft 3T¥ft «hl4 9> 
719 19 999? #ft Tl^TF# ¥¥F1 99 # TOlfT f*ft 991 ¥Tfft9T 9ft 
3T¥T# ?RT ft#* 11-3-98 971 7*9^ 977 ft9T 99TI ¥Tf99T 9ft 
3T¥T# gRT ft#97 12-7-2002 71 3 RTF 99 9tf37T t9R TTRTR 
7T9M9R9t9^l9lM9T^3199l THiyPw ^ 9791^ 319 T«t! R 
TT: 991 4 frol 99 Rti4l ftlRJ 9v^T 99T ftl 

31T99> W 99 97 %9T 9fT^9T ^ 'JT: 

Pl^Rw ^ ’i el ^ 9979 3Tlf*f9I 9?1 99^7 Fl9v7 

TO9M9 ^ W\ 19919 TTRfftrTT 3#RFT7T ^ 9^T fWTT^TTR 
*l49ie1 977^ ^ 97^9 9779T 95T tl 9lf«l9I 9 3119 9799 t 
197 9^ ft9T97 12-7-2002 ^91 $ 197979T 97T99 9779 ^ 

"29: ^91 9999 19791 91^ 3fR 2 c t >< 3^ 9>1 9t 919 f71 

^9191799 ^ 9?1 ^ 11 

319T«ff 971 3717 ^ 9lft7T 9799 977^ 97 ^T9T9 97^9 
977 9799 1979T 7? 19» 97797T 9lf9T9 9 4<i61 9971 h)^« 0 7976T 
^ 97tf 799^9 9?f tl 9lM9T 97l ^91 ^997 977^ R ^ 
3i1ylPich 199T9 3ll9l999 1947 9* 3999997 Rl<Sldl 9>1 ^ 
Ml 61 'll 9>7 eft 9^ 11 3lM 9799 1979T 99T t fti 3-f'£ |[I7T 
9lfsl9T 97t 9T9f 79Tf 9Ff 19791 99T tl 31lf*l9T 9t 2<I9<'J| ^ 
1e# Tjjf %T9f991 9t 9^ 911 39tT9f 9t 3Tl7 319^ 9919 ^ 
9 F 9 T 97T7T9 ftl9T 99T t f97 9T79 7179717 90 799^91 9>t 
?ll999f 3^7 3lfi|9)Kl ^ 397Fftl 7791 HIH cil 7l 799^99 97T4 
^9 3 Rtsft 99Ff1 9 97xf9lf79f 9^ 9^91' ^ 979999 ^ ftl9 
31191 79761 79lfTT 7T79T t # 197 S^F\ 9?1 9f79T9T R 9#‘ 
39# tl fTl# 9>'49ITl TF^NI 19919 # 3Mf*T9719919 9# 
FTd 1759 W 97 3t#f99719919 3lf9f799 1947 69^9# tftl 
tl 39*1 9799 19791 t ftr 79icrl # ^17T i40, R^T.#. 1 #. 9 
97ttTT3lf # 16# 6 399131197[ 399?9979I «ft 9t 
2002 #’ #961 ^#.91. 97^T 96T7tt#9l < qtsft977#9^t 
319: 97^19 99 # 9Pf R RTMrI 9$ 99T 97! 399799791 # 9#f 
7#I 319: 9lf^91 97t -R91 799ftl 971 39^1 f#997 12-4-2002 
191999 tl MlRlMI # 4 )Ct1h 9t 7IOM4 Pl<T <1 977t 9»1919919»1 tl 

9Tf£T9T 971 31(7 # 799 971 ?T99 97^9 977 yfdM-O^TT 
97791^ tl S'ctefa 79S9 TOl ^6^-1 # 16 9t 
#991 ¥#719 97791977 ¥7^9 97t 9^ tl ¥f9¥^t 97l 397 R 
f#71¥6T #R# ^ 7199 971 ?1¥9 ¥9 ¥7^9 977 ¥fcl ¥9399 
9779191 fl 31¥19f 9t 3Tf7 # ¥#7#9 7939 9 9791^919 ¥9# 
99-1 # ¥9# ¥9 -4 ¥9ftf9 97791977 ¥7^9 1#9 tl 

¥Tf$T91 # 19^19 3lf991¥97 t PlMlT#n ^'xild 99 f#9 

t :- 

1. 1994 ( 1) 96T 99 235 


J 
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1* 2003 ( 3 ) 3TRT^3IR288 

3. 2003 (3) 3TTtT^T3TK548 

4. 1999 ( 2)3^^3^617 

5. 2005 (1) *R461 

6. 2003 H 3#$ 3TR TpftiT ftft 3553 

7. 2005 (1) TJS # 3TR 563 

8. 2004 (Hft) 2505 

9. 1978 1* 3U$ 3TR ft 548 

10. 1989 t 3Tt^ 3nrt^# 88 

11 . 2004T^T3Ti^#T^3ft#2 C&ft) 

12. 1999 (1) 3*RH?T3TR250 

■STfENaff ft fagH STfaHHHl 5RT I’eRI HRJH 

Pfftf :- 

1. 2003 ( 4 ) 3TR T^fT T*F%V$ft 547 

3ft HHET HiT RRUTFT 3TKPR HR fftHT t\ 

3ft HRH WHit.H&*T ak HiT cqpp{*fa» 

3IH<rft«FI HRfftHltl 

HS *<#*d cP^ i far-STTfSTOT 3 3TST*ff k 3T«fr=T 3TPTT k 
^ ft fgHTHil-11-1983 3 12-7-2002 HHi Hilft fHRTT #1 
y«f»R H?T 'Hist # 1 h> TTlfklT ft 1JHT «h<^ u s< Hft HW 

240 ft atfRHT cEl^ fHRTT tl HtfWHit STOP# ?RT**TOf*ft 
HR *TT HS ft Golfed Hlff i\ 3T3T*ff Hit 3k ft 3T?ft 

hf^th hi# ft w 3 iFh4j«h fftnr hht ftt H?$nft HH 

ftft ft rfrm ft Hiift nft 3< r qy44id i Hgf t h wPh> stf H Hft t 
Hit sk ft w ?Mt ^5 tthh ft fm ft Hi*FT fHRTT # fft 

HTf^PlT Hit ftmft ft *ft 1^3 Hft Tfti 3IRk HHHgffHHr 
HHI «m JTlfWHff Hftf 33TIHHI Hlff fl(HF W «?t HS ftt f«fl<t>d 
H*H %\ STOP# ft ^ W ft H? ftt HRRT fHRTT t Ik-H^^ft 
HlfkTT Hit ftHT^THi HRft ft-^af HftfH fiNK Tl Tjftt ^TT H^t‘ftt 
fttl ^RHHiR 3T5T«ff ft 3freitPl4> fMlH aftftfkW 1947 H?t HRT : 
25-1^ H 25-"# H»T SetriVi fHRTlk "SH^eT ftft HRft HIU£eT.Hi. 
ftt. H Ttfftft. HRiilft HH HR^ -ft ftHH ft ^R TnfHHikt ftt 
H^ ftO^rd Hlff fttl H ftt fttft W k'H^HtfefH^PT 

■?t Wit fn>HT HHl fl 

wlfd ?i«t t tHr-gfirr# aninT th^ “Hritn tt nft 

M ^f 3imt fl ^ 1H5IH 3Tfw^ ^RT UH^cf ^5TcT 

1^3n^3TR 1989 H?3.#. 88^31^W^Wrf^1¥vtlHr 
3RR*ff kt+ffH^ “TF*H M H^ HftHTHI $ 3TT?ft 

11 3^mt 3n4 ^1H5T -kWH 11 ^t 3T>5ErTHH HiT Hikt Hi# 
t 3lk 3lfHH^t ^ H?f HrfklT 30HT ^ HH ^ «ft ak 

19 H^Hft^HT^^H^# «ftl WHHiR3lrf^ffHHfkH 
H>t Hft H THT ^f (+4 h»U Hit HRMTHT) ^ 3n?ft tl "H^fTHT 
ak 3TSHNH HiT Hipf HRHI 7F3T Hit ^SPJn? HlfddHT ^ HFf 
HHT HU 41+dl tl aWJflf W1F ^T 1^47 3lk Ht HF H?«TH ^ iHi 
TKft 3nfSlHT Hit ^t Hirf ^ Hil^r #^«!Hi 


hr Ikir ak ^ «k ^ hf ir«ih %ht i 1 h? Hifkn nit 
^ yft Ht HRft l£ ti Hlftkt ^t 

Hi^ ^ ^ HT Ht "3^ fdHHI^K HRT 25-H[H» ^ H?H 
^t -gsnHHT ^ ^Hl iak HT # ^HT^HHi HI^ ^ ^ 
HR! 25-^t # W HflVidl ^Ht 'Hl^t H»t fl ^ 3RFR k 
iHHH RET k* HlfStHI kjyt kR Rrtt' R%H kfl H ^R«rff9H 
f^-arrtkiHk 

aw^n 

%?IH: kgn ftHlH HiT ITER^ ^ ^THT ^'^ 5 ’ 
^H<AH/fyfflM<rl sniff THg3, H^klHJH Pm 3Rrk SRI HTfSjHT 
?kmt ^Iri kit nr# #t ^Fr#^ nit 12 - 7-2002 # krr 
RRifkrHir 'fnkr a^kr ^f 3T#fwj4 #1 sm: anki kin 
13-4-2002 Hit RHR5RT 3RRH RpHT ^TTHT # rffRI Hit 3TTHT 
-ft HR Ht ftW 12-7-02 # #HH H#f RtfH ^^qtfMd 
%ht Himr trHfWt;^ snki h# RRRt ntn wk nki 

Hft.i^. #am, ^TRmffTi 

,; ‘ Hf tk#, 13 srkr, 2006 

Hff.3?f. 17S3.- 3ff^fiW fqqiR sff^ffrHq, 1947 (1947 
HiT 14) *TRT 17 ft SgRTH ^#T RRFR HiH I ^ , 

* 4 1 ’1,Rl.Rt. TJH kick k "SHHilH k RHiJT IkltHHif 

ak HHk sW#k, ST^-TH ktnfka 3ftgjt fir #> feniR ft 
ft^fc ^RHiR 3kftffTHf 3ffHHR®T/?R ^TT HWH , kirk k 
HHIH (7M ftm 57/2001) Hit iTH»'lfvid HRdt #, ft ftft^ 
RRFR kt 13-4-2006 Hit WH HR 

■ ; :•-■ .■■-■.■ 1ft. T^T-14012/6/2001 -3Tlf 3TR (^|)) 

" • Pft, kH7 3T ft T H> l ff 

New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1753.—In pursuance of Section 17 ot the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 57/2001 of 
the Central Govenunent Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Bangalore, as shown in the Annexure in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Group Commander, NCC Group 
Headquarters, Mangalore and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 13-4-2006. 

"■ [hJo. i^l4012/l^l-IR(DU)3 

,' SURENDRA SINGH, De§k Officer 

' ANPffiXDRE - 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL Gb\TEIWMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBrnAL-OlM-LABdUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 
Dated: 14th March, 2006 

PRESENT ' . 

Shrj A 9 , Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C. R. No. 57/2001 1 ; 
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IPARTY 

ShriV.H.Dinesh, 

S/so. Shri V. S. Helgowda, 

Major, Vagige, 

Via Nelegahalli Post, 

Sakieshpur Taluk, 

Distt. Hassan, 

HASSAN-573201 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order No. L-l 4012/6/2001/IR(DU) dated 11th 
July 2001 for adjudication on the following schedule : 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of Group 
Commander, NCC Group Headquarters, 
Mangalore in terminating the services of Shri V. 
H. Dinesh w.e.f. 31-1-2001 is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the first party workman, as made out, 
in the Claim Statement, to put in nutshell is that he was 
appointed as Helper by the management on 18-12-1995 
with appointment order dated 14-1-1996 in the pay scale of 
Rs. 600-40-920 and his services were continued for a period 
of 4 years when he came to be terminated w.e.f. 31-1-2000; 
that his appointment initially was on temporary basis but 
he was working against the existing vacancy discharging 
duties of regular employee; that during the period of his 
service the management issued several terminal notices 
and ultimately terminated his services on 31-1-2000 without 
any notices or any compensation being paid to him as 
contemplated under Section 25 F of the ID Act; that he had 
satisfied the concept of Section 25B of ID Act and therefore, 
the order of termination amounts to illegal retrenchment as 
defined under Section 2(oo) of the ID Act beside the action 
of the management being in utter and gross violation of 
principles of natural justice; that in the light of the recent 
judgment of the Hon’ble Suppreme Court, the employees 
working in the canteen under the Second Party are also to 
be the employees of the Govt, of India; that the mandatory 
provisions of ID Act are not followed terminating his 
services, and thereby putting him and his family members 
to great financial hardship, mental agony and his efforts to 
get alternative employment have ended in failure. Therefore, 
he requested this tribunal to pass an award setting aside 
the above termination order with reinstatement along with 
other consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement interalia 
contended that the dispute raised by the first party is not 
maintainable and this court has no jurisdiction to entertain 
such frivolous claim. It contended that the management is 
the part of the Union of India and doing Sovereign functions 
in the interest of public at large; that the management 


engaged the services of the first party as a Helper in the 
unit run canteen by order dated 4-1-96 but the first party 
without assigning any reason voluntarily left the service. 
He once again made an application and it being considered 
he was once again engaged in the service on a consolidated 
payment of Rs. 1000/- per month making it clear to him that 
he cannot claim regularization; that from the very date of 
appointment the work of the first party was not satisfactory 
resulting into several warning letters given to him. During 
the course of employment he caused heavy damages to 
the canteen belonging to the management; that there is no 
provision in the management canteen to engage permanent 
employees as there is no permanent post. Therefore, 
keeping in view the unsatisfactory work of the first party, 
he was disallowed to continue in service by following the 
procedure giving service benefits through bank DD. The 
management denied the case of the first party that he worked 
against an existing vacancy discharging permanent nature 
of the work and his services were unblemished. Lastly, the 
management contended that the ratio applied by the Apex 
Court in the decision of the Supreme Court referred by the 
first party is not applicable to the facts and circumstances 
of the present case and therefore, reference is liable to be 
rejected. 

4. The management in order to justify its action in 
terminating the services of the first party examined one 
witness as MW1 filing his affidavit evidence by way of 
Examination Chief and in his further Examination Chief got 
marked above said warning letters at Ex. Ml series and the 
letter dated 25-2-2002 where under dues of the first party 
were settled at Ex. M2. In his affidavit MW1 has just 
repeated the several contentions taken by the management 
in their Counter Statement and therefore, need not be once 
again brought on record. In his cross examination he stated 
that his affidavit is based on records and he has no personal 
knowledge about the termination of the services of the 
first party. He was unable to say the misconduct alleged in 
the aforesaid letters at Ex.Ml series and they are nothing 
to do with the first party doing the work of helper. It was 
elicited that there was some enquiry conducted against 
the first party by the Board of Officers of the Group, Head 
Quarter, Managalore and there is an enquiry report by the 
Board but it is not produced in the Court. He admitted that 
he is not aware of any notice of enquiry served upon the 
first pary before holding the enquiry. He denied the 
suggestion that there was no such enquiry conducted 
against the first party. He admitted that as per appointment 
letter at Ex. Wl, 30 days notice his to be issued before 
termination of the services. He stated as per Ex. M2 
Provident Fund dues are settled. He denied the suggestion 
that above said warning letters were concocorted for the 
purpose of this case. 

5. Likewise, first party has filed an affidavit evidence 
by way of examination chief reiterating the various 
averments of his Claim Statement. Therefore, not to be 


II PARTY 

The Group Commander, 
NCC Group Headquarters, 
Goveas Complex, 

Valencia, Kankanady Post, 
MANGALORE-575002 
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once again repeated. In his further examination chief he 
had spoken to the letter of appointment at Ex. W1 and the 
letter terminating his services at Ex. W2, In his cross 
examination he denied the suggestion that he was refused 
work by. the management along with four to five other workers 
mid was taken back in service their being work available 
and whereas others were not allowed to work. He denied 
the suggestion that he was taken in service subsequently 
on a monthly payment of Rs. 1000/-. He denied the 
suggestion that he was not working properly and has been 
warned some times for falling short of certain food items 
and that there were no permanent post in the Canteen and 
at present is no work of Helper in the management Canteen. 

6 . Both Counsels representing the Management and 
the first party have submitted their Written arguments 
almost in the line of the contentions taken by them in their 
respective pleadings. The management in their written 
arguments as well as learned counsel representing the 
management in his oral arguments have raised the point of 
law contending that this tribunal has no jurisdiction to 
entertain the present reference in the light of the unreported 
decision in Civil Writ Petition No. 12654/93 in Sarasamma 
Vs. Union of India rendered by Punjab and Haryana High 
Court. Learned counsel also produced an unreported 
decision of our Honble High Court in Writ Petition No. 
16586/93 and a Xerox copy- of the order passed by CAT, 
Bangalore. His contention was that the main object of the 
canteen is to provide canteen facility only to Army 
Personnel and not to public at large and that the canteen 
was not constituted under any statute or rules and 
therefore, the provisions of ID Act do not apply to the 
present case, 

7. Whereas, learned counsel for the first party to 
meet the above said contention of the management has 
produced a copy of the Decan Herald' newspaper dated 
1-8-2001 reporting a decision of their Lordship of Supreme 
Court, wherein it was held that “the canteen stores 
department forms a part of consolidated fund of India and 
the said canteen stores department which provides funds 
as well as different articles through the retail outlets of unit 
run conteens, and therefore, the employees who discharge 
the duties of salesmen in such retail outlets must be held to 
be employees under the Govt, of India”. It was further 
observed that the employees of the unit run canteen of the 
defence services are Govt, servants entitled to all benefits. 
Therefore, taking support of the said decision, learned 
counsel submitted that the present reference is maintainbale. 
Now, therefore, in the light of the above, before going to 
the merits of the case, I would like to first consider the 
pereliminary objection raised by the management that this 
tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain the present 
reference. 

8 . After having gone through the decision of Punjab 
and Haryana High Court and the decision of our Honble 
High Court, the order passed by the CAT, Banglaore and 


the aforesaid newspaper cutting, I am of the opinion that 
this court has no jurisdiction to entertain the present 
reference as first party in this case does not fit in the 
definition of “workman” as defined under Section 2(s) of 
the ID Act so as to attract the other provisions of the said 
act, he being not the servant or employee under the public 
sector undertaking or a Govt, of India undertaking. Relying 
upon the aforesaid unreported decision of Punjab and 
Haryana High Court in the case of Sarasamma and taking 
into consideration the principle laid down by their Lordship 
of Supreme Court inShri Anadi Sadguru S.M.V.LM.S, Trust 
Vs. Rudrani reported in 1989 SC 3607. His Lordship of our 
Honble High Court in the decision referred to supra made 
the~ following observations at paras 12,13 and 14 of the 
said decision. 

“The question to be considered now would be as 
a to whether, in the light of the decision in 
Rudrani's case, it will be permissible and 
appropriate to issue writ of mandamus. The Apex 
Court in Rudrani's case laid stress on the nature 
of duties imposed upon the body or on the 
functions being discharged by the body and not 
on the form of body. In case the nature of the 
duty being discharged can be said to be of a public 
nature, the court has held that the mandamus 
cannot be denied on the ground that the duty to 
be enforced is not imposed by the statute, since 
mandamus isof very amplitude which must be easily 
available to reach injustice wherever it is found 
technicalities should not come In the way of granting 
relief under Art. 226 of the Constitution, 
Judicial control over the vast expanding maze of 
bodies affecting the rights of the people should 
not be put into water right compartment. In the 
instant case, there is nothing on record even to 
suggest, even though the responent canteen is a 
private body, it has been constituted with the Aim 
and object of performing public duty. In my 
opinion since the Central Govenment has no 
administrative control and no finances are made 
available and since the respondent canteen has 
no public duty to perform no mandamus can be 
issued to the respondent canteen to reinstate the 
Petitioner into service with effect from the date of 
termination with all consequential service and 
monetary benefits. 

Now coming to the merits of the case, petitioner 
is seeking an order to quash the order of 
termination dated 15-2-1993 by first respondent 
and further for a direction to reinstate him in to 
service, solely on the ground, that the impugned 
order is violative of principle of natural justice, 
having been passed without holding any enquiry. 
In my view, since petitioner is seeking to enforce 
private contract against a private organization, 
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even if it is found that the impugned order is 
wrongful, no order could be made which might 
have the effect of reinstatement into service, since 
the dismissed employees would be entitled to 
claim a decree for damages before an appropriate 
forum. 

In the result, petition deserves to be dismissed. 
Accordingly, it is dismissed as respondent- 
canteen is not amenable to writ jurisdiction. In 
the facts and circumstances of the case, parties 
are directed to bear their own costs. Ordered 
accordingly. 

9. Therefore, in the light of th$ above observations 
it can be safely held that Central Government has no 
administrative control and no finances are made available ■ 
and since the canteen has no public duty to perform the 
petitioner in the said case was refused to be granted relief 
of reinstatement when he challenged the order of 
termination while working in the canteen of the 
management. It was also made clear that the Petitioner in 
the said case was seeking to enforce the private contract 
against a private organization and therefore, was not 
entitled to the relief of reinstatement and even if the order 
of termination was held to be wrongful he could not have 
got the relief of reinstatement but to claim a decree for 
damages before an appropriate forum. Similar was the view 
taken by CAT, Bangalore in the above referred order and 
the observations made by it at para 6 are as under:— 

‘Having considered the arguments advanced from 
both sides on the preliminary objection raised by 
the counsel for the respondents we have no 
alternative but to follow the decision of the Full 
bench dated 9-7-1997 wherein it is held that this 
tribunal has no jurisdiction to hear the grievance 
of the employees of the Unit run canteens. 
Accordingly, we hold that we have no jurisdiction 
to hear the grievances of the applicants in this 
application. Accordingly, this application is 
dismissed with no order as to costs.” 

10. Therefore, as per the above said decision of our 
Hon’ble High Court the employees working in the 
management canteen will be the employees under private 
agency and therefore, cannot enforce private contract and 
therefore was seeking to enforce private contract against 
the private organization and not against the Govt, of India 
of Govt, of India Undertaking (Public Sector Undertaking). 
As per the orders of the CAT, Bangalore the employees of 
the unit run canteen were not Central Government servants 
and therefore, could not get any relief from the said forum 
as it had no jurisdiction to entertain the grievances of the 
employees of the unit run canteens. Therefore, in the light 
of the aforesaid decisions, this tribunal has no alternative 
but to come to the conclusion that the first party who was 
the employee of the unit run canteen was not the employee 
under the public sector undertaking or the Central 


Government and therefore, cannot seek the protection and 
the relief under the provisions of the ID Act. The present 
reference also cannot be maintained by the first party even 
if we go by the principle laid down by their Lordship of 
Supreme Court in the decision reported in the above said 
newspaper, in the said case the Petitioners who were the 
employees of the unit run canteen claiming the status of 
government employees had succeeded to get the relief 
before the Administrative Tribunal Bench of Bombay and 
Jabalpur. The management had challenged the orders of 
the said Administrative Tribunal before the Supreme Court 
on the ground that Petitioners were not the Government 
employees and the tribunal had no jurisdiction to entertain 
them. Their Lordships while affirming the orders of the 
tribunal held that the above said employees of the unit run 
canteens were Government servants and were entitled to 
all benefits. Therefore, if we proceed on the assumption 
that the first party in this case being the employee under 
unit run canteen of the management is a Central Government 
servant as per the decision of their Lordship of Supreme 
Court referred to supra, then, again the remedy for the first 
party lies somewhere else and not before this tribunal. This 
tribunal under the provisions of ID Act has got no 
Jurisdiction to entertain the dispute raised by the Govt, of 
India employee and in the result it has no option left but to 
hold that the present reference suffers from want of 
rurisdiction before this tribunal and therefore, must fail. 
However, a liberty is given to the first party to raise his 
dispute before a proper forum. Hence the following award. 

AWARD 

The reference stands dismissed for want of 
jurisdiction, no costs. 

(Dictaled to PA transcribed by her corrected and signed by me on 
14th March 2006) 

A. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
^1^#, 13 2006 
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[M. W-40011/1 l/2005-3Tlf 3TTC (#$] 

New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1754. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 8/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
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management of Department of Telecom and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

{No. Lr40011/11/20Q5-IR (DlJ)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIRUNAIXTJM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
PRESENT: ShriP.L.Norbert,B.A.,ll.B.,Presiding, 
Officer 

(Friday the 31st day of March, 2006/lOth Chaitra 1928) 

I.D.8of2005 

WorkmenAJnion : The General Secretary BSNL 
Personal Staff Association 
(Regd) E-502, Praney Nagar, 

Ram Mandir Road Extension, 
Borivli, Mumbai. 

Management : The Chief General Manager 
Telecom, BSNL, Kerala 
Telecommunication, Kerala State 
Thiruyananthapuram-695 033. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(1 )(d) and (2A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
to this court for adjudication. On notice both sides entered 
appearance and filed their pleas. 

2. According to the claimant BSNL Personal Staff 
Association, Stenographers in BSNL are eligible for 
promotion in the ratio of 40:40:20 of the total sanctioned 
strengthen grades III, II and I as per circular dated 
6-8-1999. Later the post of stenographers cadre was 
restructured by the Head Office at Delhi and as per Circular 
dated 20-2-2004 grades I and II of stenographers were 
merged into one and re-designated as P.A while Grade III 
was declared as dying cadre. There were many vacancies 
of Grade III stenographers to be filled. The matter was 
taken up with the Chief General Manager (CGM) BSNL, 
Trivandrum and in the discussion it was decided that 
creation and sanction of posts will be done soon after the 
ceiling of financial enhancement from Head Office is 
received. But the management created only 27 posts as 
against 160 posts vacant up to 31-3-2001. The backlog as 
on 31-3-2002 was 216 posts. Request was made repeatedly 
by the union to fill up the vacancies. There was no 
favourable response from the management. At last, on 23- 
6-2004 a reply was given by the management that additional 
justified posts as oii 31-3-2003 cannot be created since the 
ceiling of financial enhancement approval has not been 
received from headquarters. It was also stated that the 
circle office cannot create posts which are declared as 
dying cadre. There is no justification in the stand taken by 
the management that the posts fell vacant prior to 1-1-2004 
till order of restructuring of stenographers came into 
existence. There is ne legal bar in creating and sanctioning 


additional justified posts of Grade III stenos up to 
31-3-2003 despite re-structuring order of2004. The present 
Stenographers Grade III have put in service of about 
30 years and all of them are eligible for two ACPs. Hence 
the present Grade III stenos draw pay equivalent to PA 
and PS. By upgrading Grade III to PA there will be no 
financial commitment to the BSNL. Otherwise Grade III 
stenos will have tp retire in the same post. Hence the union 
prays that the management may be directed to sanction 
216 justified backlog of posts of stenographer Grade III as 
on 31-3-2003 and upgrade them in accordance with re¬ 
structuring order of29-9-1999. 

3. The management filed written statement (reply 
statement) contending as follows :— 

The claimant union is not a recognized union. There 
are two unions, of the executive cadre and non-executive 
cadre recognized by BSNL, The present union has no locus 
standi to represent the employees both executive and non¬ 
executive cadres of BSNL. The justified posts in any cadre 
including that of stenographers are to be considered by 
CGM, Telecom, Kerala Circle strictly in accordance with 
instructions in DOT, New Delhi dated 25-2-1992. As per 
that instruction, additional posts have to be limited within 
the total ceiling limit of sanctioned strength of 19,370 as on 
1-4-1991. While the Kerala Circle filled up justified posts of 
stenos as on 31-3-2000 the posts of various other vital 
technical cadres were kept pending. Whenever there was 
an order enhancing the railing limit, the Kerala Circle created 
additional posts of stenos proportionately. Later the BSNL 
headquarters withdrew the power of sanction of posts from 
Telecom officer of Kerala. Hence the post of stenos cannot 
be sanctioned by CGM Kerala. Since stenographers 
Grade III is declared as dying cadre, recruitments either by 
direct or induction to the cadre is banned. The BSNL has 
to compete with many other service providers in the private 
sector of telecommunications and most modern 
technologies in the telecommunication filed have to be 
adopted for providing belter service to the customers under 
comparatively low cost. In the changed scenario, technical 
cadre are more vital for the installation and maintenance of 
equipments. It is under these circumstances, BSNL has 
declared certain cadres like stenographers as dying cadre. 
The financial constraints also restricts creation of additional 
posts in all cadres. The constraints are applicable to many 
officer cadre too. The justification of posts alone will not 
confer any right for sanction or creation of posts. The 
management has to take a decision on this matter 
considering various aspects like immediate necessity and 
financial viability. The benefit of ACP has been given to all 
eligible officers and staff. Promotion to the post of P.A. 
cannot be given hypothetically by considering backlog 
vacancies as demanded by the union. Hence the 
management prays to dismiss the claim. 

4. The Union filed rejoinder stating that the officers 
other than CGM, are not competent to represent the 
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management and file reply statement. The claimant is a 
registered trade union and as such can espouse the cause 
of workmen. No recognition by the company .is required 
for that purpose. No other cadre has been declared as dying 
cadre and hence non-creation of posts do not affect other 
cadres. The justified posts came into existence prior to the 
re-structuring order of 2004 and therefore there is no bar in 
filling up those vacancies. The organization of BSNL has 
never run into loss compelling the management to impose 
financial restrictions. 

5. In the light of the above pleadings, the following 
points arise for consideration 

(1) Is the claimant union competent to espouse 
the cause of workmen? 

(2) Is the demand of Union for creation of 
backlog of 216 posts of stenographer 
Grade- III justified ? 

(3) To what reliefs is the union entitled ? 

6 . Point No. 1: 

The locus standi of claimant union is questioned by 
the management on the ground that it is not a recognized 
union and do not represent majority of workmen of BSNL. 
The management contends that there are only 2 recognized 
unions in BSNL, one for executives and the other for non¬ 
executives. According to them, only a recognized union 
is competent to represent the workers of BSNL before any 
forum. They seek support in the decision of the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court in Review Petitions Nos. 1111-1112 of 

2002 in civil appeal Nos. 3337-3338 of 2002 dated 31-7- 

2003 (Ext. M 4). But in that judgement what is observed is 
that the union cannot represent the workmen in grievance 
procedure before the employer. The finding of the High 
Court of Orissa to the contrary was set aside by the Hon ’ble 
Supreme Court. But whether such a union can espouse 
the cause of workmen before conciliation officer or court 
did not fall for consideration in that case. The 
representation in a grievance procedure before employer 
is different from raising an industrial dispute before 
Government and court. The Union has contended that it is 
an All India Union duly registered under Trade Union Act, 
and majority of non-executives of Kerala Circle are its 
members. Though statistics regarding number of 
membership of union is not available, the numerical strength 
of union is not a criterion for espousing the cause of 
workmen. It is enough that a considerable number of 
workers of an establishment are members of the union, in 
order to represent them before court or conciliation officer. 
In workmen of Indian Express Newspaper Pvt. Ltd. V. 
Management of Indian Express Newspaper Pvt. Ltd., (1970) 
2LU 132 (SC) the Honb’le SC held that 31 out of 131 
working journalists were an adequate number for espousal 
of the dispute. Recognition of the union by the 
Management of an establishment is not essential. The 
Hon’ble Supreme Court has gone to the extent of holding 


that it is not essential that union of the same establishment 
should take up the cause of workers of that establishment. 
It can be done by another union belonging to the same 
industry, but not necessarily the same establishment 
(Workman vs. M/s. Dharam Pal AIR 1966 SC 182). There 
has always been a liberal approach to the problem by 
Hon’ble Supreme Court and High Courts. In this case 
the union enjoys the support of the entire stenos of 
Grade III in Kerala Circle in the dispute. In the light of the 
above circusmstances I find that the claimant union is 
competent to represent the workmen in Kerala Circle in 
the dispute. Point is answered accordingly. 

7. Point No. 2: The reference is: 

“ Whether the demand of the BSNL Personal Staff 
Association for Sanction/creation of backlog of 
216 posts of Stenographer Grade III for the purpose 
of promotion to the ratio of40: 40:20 among the 
Stenographer Grade III : Personal Assistants : 
Personal Secretaries at the Kerala Circle of 
Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Kerala Circle is 
justified ? If so, to what relief the concerned 
workmen are entitled ? 

The cause espoused is that of stenographers in 
BSNL. Prior to 1-1-2004 there were 3 grades of 
stenographers, i.e. Ill, II & I grades. Ext. W1 Office 
Memorandum dated 6-8-1999 refers to these grades and 
the scale of pay and promotion prospects. The 
restructuring of stenographers was implemented by 
Ext. W2 order of the Corporate Office, New Delhi dated 
20-2-2004. The above order was to take effect from 
1-1-2004. As per Ext. W2, Grades II & I were merged into a 
common post designated as Personal Assistant (P.A.). A 
new scale Was also provided. Grade III remained the same 
and declared as a dying cadre. That means further 
recruitment/promotion was prohibited. According to the 
union there are 78 Grade III stenographers in Kerala Circle 
and they remain stagnant without promotion because of 
the attitude of the management taken under the cover of 
Ext. W2 restructuring order. They contend that out of 
justified 490 posts of stenographers, the management filled 
up only 274 posts and 216 posts remain to be filled. This 
was the position up to 31-3-2003. Ext. W6 is the statistics 
provided by the union based on Ext. W17 officer’s 
Telephone Directory, 2001 of BSNL, Kerala Circle. The 
vacancy of stenographers are counted on the strength of 
officer’s eligibility for stenographers. According to the 
union though representation was made several times to 
the management, no effective steps were taken to redress 
the grievance. Ext. W8, 9,10 & 11 are some of the 
representations of the union. As per Ext W1 OM of the 
Govt, of India the stenographers are structured as Grade 
III, II & I in the proportion of 40: 40: 20 i.e. if there are 100 
stenos the proportion would be 40 grade III, 40 grade II 
and 20 grade I. The union contends that if the additional 
justified 216 posts are filled up, the existing Grade III 
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stenographers being seniors, will automatically be up 
graded to Grade II and then Grade I. By virtue of Ext. W2 
order, restructuring the stenographers, once the 78 
stenographers get upgraded into Grade II automatically 
they become P. As. If the vacancies of stenos are not filled 
the 78 stenographers now working in Kerala Circle and 
who have put in 20—30 years of service, will retire as they 
are. It is also ststed by them that by upgrading them to the 
post of P. A. in accordance with Ext. W2 order the BSNL 
will have no additional financial commitment because by 
reason of the benefit of 2 ACPs they are drawing pay equal 
to that of P. A. 

8 . But the question is whether the officers of Kerala 
Circle is competent to fill tip the vacancies on demand of 
the union. The CGM of Kerala Circle is the competent 
authority to sanction the post of stenographers and P.As. 
But according to the management their hands are tied by 
reason of Ext W2 order of Corporate Office, Delhi declaring 
the post of stenographers as the dying cadre. Besides, the 
power of CGM to create posts is taken away by the Head 
Office by Ext. M6 order dated 8-10-2004. Periodically the 
Head Office of BSNL issues orders fixing ceiling limit of 
sanctioned strength in every Circle of BSNL It is contended 
by the management that preference was always shown for 
sanction of posts of stenographers compared to other 
cadres. In para 2 page 2 tof the reply statement the 
management contends that up to 7-5-2002 the vacancy of 
stenos within the ceiling limit sanctioned by the Head Office 
were filled up. It is argued by the management that the 
additional justified posts claimed by the union need not 
be the factual figure. They have calculated the probable 
number of vacancies of Stenos based on the entitlement of 
officers mentioned in the Telephone Directory (Ext. W17). 
But there are various factors in calculating the number of 
vacancies in any cadre. The financial stability* viability* the 
quantum of work with one or more officers, the possibility 
to share a steno by two of more officers, ceiling limit etc. 
The process of calculating vacancies is not an easy affair. 
It takes several months to get statistics from different 
departments and sections of BSNL Thereafter the rules 
and procedures as well as factors mentioned above are 
taken into account before additional posts are sanctioned. 

9. No doubt* CGM, Kerala Circle has the power to 
create additional posts of stenographers according to the 
vacancies. 1 have already mentioned that, as per Ext. M6 
order that power is taken away by the Head Office. Thus, 
CGM’s hands are tied and he cannot fill up any vacancy 
after 8-10-2004. Moreover, Grade HI stenographer ’s post is 
declared as a dying.cadre and that would also create fetter 
in sanctioning further posts in that cadre. Even though the 
union is claiming posts that accrued prior to 1-1-2004, no 
vacancies whether prior or present can be filled up by CGM 
of Kerala Circle in view of Ext W2 order (declaring grade III 
stenos as dying cadre as well as Ijxt M6 order withdrawing 
the power of CGM to create posts). Hence the Head Office 


alone has the power to create posts. Even if the contention 
of the union that Stenos Grade III are very few in other 
States compared to Kerala, and so the really affected persons 
are stenographers in Kerala* the anomaly if any has to be 
rectified by the Head Office. The issue being national in 
nature this court is also not having jurisdiction to decide it. 
The Stenographers Grade III in Kerala Circle numbering 
about 78 are admittedly drawing pay equal to that of P.A. 
The only difference is that certain allowances, like paper 
allowance* telephone facilities, etc. which are due to PA., 
. are not available to Steno Grade III. Whatever be the loss 
of facility due to non-upgradation of stenos to the post of 
P.A., unless the COM of Kerala has the power he cannot 
redress the grievance of stenographers. The order 
declaring Steno Grade III as dying cadre is a policy decision 
of BSNL This issue has to be taken up in the national level 
and a decision has to be taken by the appropriate forum. 
Since Stenos Grade III is declared as a dying cadre, the 
union wants creation of additional justified posts so that 
the existing 78 stenographers will get upgraded to the post 
of P.A. This is not posable as power of CGM, Kerala is 
withdrawn and no further recruitment or promotion is 
allowed. The stenos already in the cadre have no right to 
say that the remaining vacancies in the same cadre have to 
be filled up. So far as no selection is made none else can 
also demand as a matter of right that the vacancies, should 
be filled up. The demand of the union is not justified. 

10. Point No. 3 (See Award portion) 

11 . In the result, an award is passed rejecting the 
claim of union for Sanction of backlog of 216 posts of 
Stenographaher Grade III. Parties are directed to suffer their 
respective costs. The award will take effect one month 
after its publication in the Official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistsnt, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
31st day of March, 2006. 

P. L NGRBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union: 

WW1-MT. Sasidhara Menon—13-3-2006. 

Witness for the management: 

NSL 

Exhibits for the Union: 

W1 29-9-1999 Copy of forwarding letter with 
photostst copy of OM No. 22034/2/ 
92.Estt(Dl) dt 6-8-1999 of Ministry of 
Personnel, Public Grievances & 
Pensions, Govt, of India. 

W2 20-2-2004 Copy of Order No. 20-B/2002. Peras.II 
issued by the Corporate Office, BSNL 
New Delhi. 


1215 Gt/06—21 
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W3 21-11-1990 Copy of circular No. 19-14/83-TE-II 
issued by the Dept, of Telcommunica- 
tions, Govt, of India. 

W4 21-11-1990 Copy of circular No.l9-14/89-TE-II 
issued by the Dept, of Telecommunica¬ 
tions, Govt, of India. 

W5 31-3-2001 Photostat copy of list of justification 
of stenographers in Kerala Circle as on 
31-3-2001. 

W6 31-3-2004 Photostat copy of list of justification 
of stenographers in Kerala Circle as on 
31-3-2001 


W7 27-2-2004 
W8 26-3-2004 
W9 8-4-2004 
W10 31-5-2004 
Wll 26-7-2004 
W12 23-6-2004 


Photostat copy of representation by 
the union to the management. 
Photostat copy of representation by 
the union to the management. 
Photostat copy of representation by 
the union to the management. 
Photostat copy of representation by 
the union to the management. 
Photostat copy of representation by 
the union to the management. 
Photostat copy of reply by manage¬ 
ment to the Union. 


W13 12-9-2005 Photostat copy of circular from the 
Corporate Office, BSNL, New Delhi. 

W14 19-10-2005 Photostat copy of Memo No. ST-II/ 
29-12/2005 issued by the BSNL, Kerala 
Circle, Thiruvananthapuram. 

W15 14-2003 Photostat copy of Order No. 20-1/2003- 

TE-II issued by the the Corporate 
Office, BSNL, New Delhi. 

W16 154-1999 Copy of Circular No.l2-14/98-TE~I 
isssued by the M/o Communications, 
Dept, of Telecom, New Delhi. 

W17 Officers’ Telephone Directory pub¬ 

lished by CGM, Telecom., Kerala 
Circle. 


W18 Statement prepared by the union 

regarding justified strength and 
sanctioned strength. 

W19 5-7-1990 Copy of letter No. Nil issued by the 
Director, M/o Personnel, Public 
Grievances & Pensions, Govt, of India. 

W20 5-6-1990 Copy of Order No. 7(4)-E (Coord.)/ 
88 (Pt) issued by Ministry of Finance, 
Dept, of Expenditure, Govt, of India. 


Exhibits for the management: 


Ml 7-02-2003 Photocopy of Circular No. BSNL/3 9-1 / 
SR-2002. 

M2 6-12-2004 Photocopy of Notification No. BSNL/ 
5/SR/2004 Vol. 11(1). 


M3 294-2004 

M4 31-7-2003 

M5 15-1-2004 

M6 8-10-2004 
M7 2-6-2003 


Photocopy of Letter No. BSNL/31/SR/ 
2002 issued by the BSNL Corporate 
Office. 

Copy of Judgment in Review Petition 
Civil Nos. 1111-1112 in Civil Appeal 
No. 3337-3338/02 of the Hon’ble 
Supreme Court of India. 

Copy of judgment in W.P.M.P. No. 
31266/2002 and W.P.M.P. No. 24890/02 
of the Hon’ble High Court of Andhra 
Pradesh at Hyderabad. 

Copy of Letter No. 6-5/2004-EB issued 
by the BSNL Corporate Office. 

Copy of Letter No.F-250.20/2003- 
Pers.-III issued by the BSNL Corporate 
Office. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 


13 2006 

marr. 1 755 .- 3 ^ 1 * sifalwr, 1947 (1947 

14) mi 17 ^ft MR 

68 (3TT t), R ^ ftt WR ftt ^ ^ ftt ^ft 

TRfSTcfa ef> 7T3T3* d’left *4 <?>kT ^ 

•ft’ sftenfw ■ft MR sftylfileb Stfft 
4 I 4M4 , ^ft JUSTS WTT 5/2005) 
TUFTfftcT t, ftl ^ftftfa ^ftt 13-4-2006 ^ftt WZ 
ttstt «iti 


[ft. ^-14012/41/2004-3Tr| 3TR 

•gft?: fftft, 


New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 
S.O. 1755. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award Ref. 5/2005 of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the industrial dispute 
between employers in relation to the management of Officer 
Commanding, 68(1) ASC Supplier PLASC, and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-4-2006. 


[No. L-l4012/41/2004-IR (DU)j 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 


Friday, the 25th Novermber, 2005 
PRESENT 
K. JAYARAMAN 
Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 5/2005 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A)of Section 
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10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of 68 (1) ASC Supplier PLASC and their 
workman). 

BETWEEN 

Sri C. Chinnaraj I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Officer Commanding, II Party/Management 

68(1) AS.C. Supplicer PLASC 

Ootacamund. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. T. Fennwalter 

Associates. 

For the Management : M/s. S. Karthikeyan, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-14012/41/2004-IR(DU) dated 
25-11-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri C. Chinnaraj for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and hack 
wages against the Officer Commanding, 68(1) ASC 
Supplier PLASC Wellington Bazar PO, Ooty is legal 
and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 5/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. When the matter is taken up for enquiry finally 
after adjourning the case for several hearings, neither the 
Petitioner nor his counsel on record appeared for enquiry. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is called absent and set ex-parte. 

4. In view of the above, I find the Petitioner has no 
interest to prosecute this dispute. Therefore, the claim of 
the Petitioner is dismissed for want of prosecution. No 
Costs. 

5. The reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to lhe P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 25th 
November, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
13 2006 
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NewDelhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1756.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
4/2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Officer Commanding, 68(1) ASC Supplier 
PLASC, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 13-4-2006 

[No. L-14012/40/200LIR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL^CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 25 th November, 2005 
PRESENT 
K. JAYARAMAN 
Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.4/2005 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of 68 (1) ASC Supplier 
PLASC and their workman). 

BETWEEN 

Sri PA. Murugan I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Officer Commanding, II Party/Management 

68(1) AS.C. Supplicer PLASC 

Ootacamund. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. T. Fennwalter Associates 

Advocates. 

For the Management : M/s. S. Karthikeyan, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. Lr14012/40/2004-IR(DU) dated 
25-11-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri P.A. Murugan for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
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wages against the Officer Commanding, 68(1) ASC 

Supplier PLASC, Wellington Bazar PO, Ooty is legal 

and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 

entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 4/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. When the matter is taken up for enquiry finally 
after adjourning the case for several hearings, neither the 
Petitioner nor his counsel on record appeared for enquiry. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is called absent and set ex-parte. 

4. In view of the above, I find the Petitioner has no 
interest to prosecute this dispute. Therefore, the claim of 
the Petitioner is dismissed for want of prosecution. No 
Costs. 

5. The reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 25th 
November, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
13 2006 
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New Delhi, the 13 th April, 2006 

S.O. 1757.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 6/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
industrial dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Officer Commariding, 68(1) ASC Supplier 
PLASC, and their workmen, which was received by the 
Central Government on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-l4012/42/2004-IR (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Friday, the 25th November, 2005 


PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.6/2005 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), between the Management of 68(1) ASC Supplier 
PLASC and their workman) 

BETWEEN 

Sri J. Prabakaran : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Officer Commanding: II Party/Management 

68(1) nA.S.G Supplier PLASC 

Ootacamund. 

APPEARANCE. 

For the Workman : M/s. T. Fennwalter 

Associates Advocates. 

For the Management : M/s. S. Karthikeyan, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-14012/42/20G4-IR(DU) dated 
25-11-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

"Whether the claim of Shri J. Prabakaran for 
reinstatement with continuity of service and back 
wages against the Officer Commanding, 68(1) ASC 
Supplier PLASC, Wellington Bazar PO, Ooty is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 6/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. When the matter is taken up for enquiry finally 
after adjourning the case for several hearings, neither the 
Petitioner nor his counsel on record appeared for enquiry. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is called absent and set ex-parte. 

4. In view of the above, I find the Petitioner has no 
interest to prosecute this dispute. Therefore, the claim of 
the Petitioner is dismissed for want of prosecution. No' 
Costs. 

5. The reference is disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 25th 
November, 2005.) 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1758*—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 
5/2001) of the Central Government Industrial/Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of I.O.C.L. and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
124-2006. 


[No. L-30012/102/2000-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated: 21st March, 2006 

PRESENT: 

Shri A R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 5/2001 

IPARTY nPARTY 

The President, The General Manager, 

Mysore Division General Indian Oil Corpration Ltd., 

Employees Association, No. 2, Janardhan Towers, 

No. 2, Uppadyayara Building, Bangalore-560028 
Syyaji Rao Road, 

Mysore-1 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred' by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order No. L-30012/102/2000-IR (M) dated 24th 
January, 2001 for adjudication on the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of Indian 
Oil Corpration Ltd., m discontinuing the services of 
ShriPK. Balakrishnaw.e.f. 1-9-99 is justified? If not, 
to what relief he is entitled ?” 


2. The case of the first party union which represents 
the case of one Shri P.K. Balakrishna (hereinafter called the 
first party) as made out in the Claim StatemeoU in brief, is 
that first party joined the services of the managemen t in 
the post of Pump Maintenance in the month of February 
1990 and he was refused work without any cause, notice or 
enquiry, all of a sudden w.e.f. 1-9-1999. The action of the 
management is illegal, unjust and unfair in as much as in 
violation of principles of natural justice amounting to 
victimization and unfair labour practice; that he has put in 
a continuous service of more than 9 years receiv in g wages 
of Rs. 3000/- per month and has been denied work in 
violation of the provision of Section 25 F of the ID Act; 
that all his efforts to persuade the management to take him 
back in service since failed he approached the Conciliation 
Officer raising the dispute ending in failure report and 
resulting into the present reference. Therefore, he requested 
this tribunal to pass an award reinstating him in service 
with back wages and continuity of service and other 
consequential benefits. 

3. The management by filing its Counter Statement 
resisted the claim of the first party, inter alia, contending 
that its Mysore Depot, caters to the Petroleum products 
requirement of Mysore, Mandya and Chamarajnagar 
Districts being headed by a Senior Depot Manager with 
the staff of two Chargemen to attend to the various pump 
complaints of Petrol Bunks and Petrol/Diesel Pumps 
provided at customers premises. They attend to the 
complaints and report to the concerned Area Sales Officer 
who is positioned at Mysore; that whenever there is a 
problem with the functioning of the pumps, the Retail Outlet 
Dealers and Consumer Pump Owners make a complaint, 
and on the receipt of which entry in the Pump Maintenance 
Register is made giving the details of the name of the party, 
date of complaint and nature of complaint. There upon the 
Chargemen attend to the complaints and necessary entries 
in the said register will be made as to who attended the 
complaint and the completion of the job and the name of 
the person who attended it. That Chargemen while 
attending the complaint would some time reuire the 
assistance of someone to carry the pumping unit. Metering 
Unit and such other accessories engaging the labourers 
purely on contract basis and those labourers would be 
paid charges for the services rendered by them. 

.4. That for operating the Canteen at Mysore Depot 
for the Indian Oil Employees, the Management called 
tenders from the three parties at Mysore on 22-12-1994 and 
the only party which had givfen the quotation was the first 
party and he was given contract in the month of January 
1995. He deposited a sum of Rs. 3000/- and executed the 
receipt for payment of deposit amount and thereafter was 
running the canteen on contract basis. He run the canteen 
for some years and thereafter became a petty contractor 
carrying out the small jobs like repair, shifting of pumps 
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etc. He was being engaged by the chargemen whenever 
his assistance was required for carrying the pumping units 
and metering unit and other accessories relating to the 
upkeep of pumps on job contract basis. The first party 
whenever was being engaged for such work he used to 
raise the bills for having carried out such works and was 
being paid from the Imprest Account based on the bills 
submitted by him. He was never employed by the 
management at Mysore Depot and that he was only a Petty 
Contractor not only doing the work for the management 
but also was undertaking the work for the Petrol Bunk 
independently and therefore, there was no empolyee 
employer relationship between the first party and the 
management; that the management has got the rules and 
procedure governing the recruitment of the employees 
based on the qualification and experience of the candidates 
through Employment Exchange. Moreover, there is no 
designated post as Pump Repairer in the management; that 
the first party union is not functioning with the management 
company and none of the employees of the management 
are the members of the first party union and therefore, the 
dispute raised by the first party union is not legally and 
properly espoused there being no substantial number of 
workmen supporting to raise the dispute. At Para 19 of the 
Counter Statement the management contended that the 
first party on his own stopped approaching the management 
for petty contract works from 1-9-1999 on wards and has 
started carrying out the repairs of pumps in various petrol 
bunks in and about Mysore. It was further contended that 
there was no violation of provisons of Section 25F of the 
ID Act. The management also contended that the first party 
has been gainfully employed and earning his livlihood and 
was not getting salary of Rs. 3000 from the management as 
contended by him. 

5. During the course of trial first party has examined 
himself as WW1 and got marked documents at Ex. Ml to 
M9 in his examination chief as under:— 

“1 joined the services of the Second party since 
1-2-1990 as pump maintainer. I worked for about 9 
years at various places i.e. Bangalore and Mysore. I 
have filed documents Ex. Ml to 8 are these documents. 
Ml is the Certificate, M2 is the letter, M3 is another 
letter, M4 and M5 are letters. Ex.M6 are the copies of 
pump maintenance register. M7 is the conciliation 
Record before RLC. Ex.M8 is the imprest voucher. 
Ex'. M9 is the postal record. In the year 1999 i.e. on 
1-9-991 was refused work-without any charge sheet, 
enquiry and compensation. I have no other 
employment. I am age barred. I am married and got 
two children. I may be given job with all benefits. 
Monthly salary of mine was Rs. 3000. To oblige their 
ownman, I was refused work. Jairaj was taken after 
my removal. ” 


6 . In his cross-examination while admitting that there 
were two employees as Chargehand (Chargemen) in the 
said depot. He denied that the said two employees were 
attending repairs of the pumps and added to say that he 
was one of the employees attending repairs along with 
those Chargemen. While denying that he was independent 
contractor being engaged by the management to attend 
the repairs in case of the need. He admitted that he was 
raising the bills after attending repairs but for the expenses 
incurred by him towards journeys undertaken to the places 
for the said purpose and not as a Contractor for doing the 
job of repairs. He admitted that he had undertaken the 
Canteen Contract of the Corporation and for that purpose 
deposited Rs. 3000 as security when his tender was 
accepted. When, was confronted with the bills at Exs. M-7, 
M10, M13, M16, M19, M22, and M25 he admitted that they 
were raised by him on doing the work i.e. towards supply 
of food items of the Canteen. He admitted that he has been 
paid against those bills vide vouchers at Ex. M8, Mil, 
Ml4, Ml7, M20, M23, by deducting the Income Tax amount 
and that his canteen contract was terminated in the year 
1997. When, was confomted with the bills at Exs. M26 to 
M29 and the payment vouchers at Exs. M28 to M30 he also 
admitted that he has raised those bills and received the 
payment. In his cross examination he had shown his 
ignorance if the management will be engaging the casual 
workers after getting the names through Employment 
Exchange and admitted that there is no written order 
appointing him as a Casual worker and that he has no 
document for receiving monthly wages of Rs. 3000/- from 
the management. 

7. On the part of the management MW1 filed is 
affidavit in examination chief just repeating the various 
contentions taken by the management in its Counter 
Statement. In his further examination chief documents at 
Ex. Ml series namely the sample Xerox bills raised by the 
first party were marked and impressed vouchers showing 
the payment of the bills were marked at Ex. M2 series. The 
original bills were marked at Ex.M3 to M6. In his cross 
examination when he was shown a letter dated 1-12-1997 
marked at Ex. W1 and letter at Ex. W2 issued by one Vittal 
Rao, he admitted the contents of the said letter so also the 
contents of letter of Ex. W3 and the letter at Ex. W4 admitting 
the fact there is no mention in those letters that first party 
was a Contractor. He also admitted that first party has not 
been disguised as contractor in the pump maintenance 
register and was unable to say that the certificate dated 
29-1-1992 has been issued by the Depot Manager in favour 
of the first party. MW2, is another witness for the 
management giving out the details in line with the 
contentions in the counter statement filed by the 
management. In his further examination chief, a bill at Ex. 
M7 raised by the first party was marked along with the 
payment voucher at Ex.M8 and TDS deductions statement 
at Ex. M9. The other documents marked are at Ex. M10 to 
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M25. In his cross examination he was shown a Xerox copy 
of the extract of the pump maintenance register at Ex. W6 
(already marked by mistake as Ex.M6). He denied the 
suggestion that first party was submitting, the bills as a 
pump man with regard to the spare parts and payments 
wefe made through vouchers. It was elicited that he has 
not produced any payment register reflecting Ex. Wl. 

8. Learned counsel for the first party has submitted 
his Written Arguments, inter alia, contending that the 
management witness, MW1 has admitted that in the pump 
maintenance register at Ex. W6 (M6) the first party had not 
been discribed as a contractor and he also admitted contents 
of Ex. Wl to W4 as correct and therefore, it is proved 
beyond any doubt that first party was working as a Casual 
Mechanic for maintenance of pump sets/Petrol bunks and 
the documents produced by the management, that the 
first party raised certain bills and was made payment 
according to the vouchers produced before this tribunal 
are the vouchers obtained from the first party by fraud. He 
then referred to each of the document produced by the 
first party in support of his arguments. 

9. Whereas, learned counsel for the management in 
his oral arguments submitted that the first party was never 
employed as a casual or casual mechanic and on the other 
hand he attended and repaired pump sets/petrol bunks as 
an independent contractor and he had also worked as 
Canteen Contractor. He referred to the various bills raised 
by the first party as a contractor in attending the pump 
sets and as 1 a canteen contractor in supplying the food 
items. He contended that the certificates at Ex.Wl to W4 
and the extract of maintenance register at Ex. W6 will not 
establish the case of the first party that he worked as a 
casual mechanic under the management, particularly, in 
the absence of any independent documentary evidence 
such as pay slips or any other document suggesting that 
he was being paid a monthly salary of Rs. 3000/- during the 
period from 1990-99. 

10. After having gone through the records, I find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the management. 
In order to speak to the fact that the first party never worked 
under the management as a casual mechanic or in any other 
capacity, the management as noted above, examined two 
witnesses asM Wl & MW2 and got marked as many as 30 
documents at Ex. Ml to M30. It is the case of the 
management that between 1995-97 the first party was a 
Canteen Contractor and for having worked as Contractor 
and supply of food items, raised various bills and was paid 
amount towards the said bills out of imprest funds and 
subsequent to the year 1997 first party was doing the job 
of petty contractor attending pumps sets and Petrol bunks 
and for that he was raising the bills and was being paid 
amount under the separate vouchers and that for having 
made the payment Income Tax was also being collected by 
way of deduction in the payment vouchers. The above 


said contention of the management has been very much 
substantiated by the various bills raised by the first party 
and the payments made to him under the various vouchers. 
First party in this cross examination in no uncertain words 
has admitted that his tender was accepted by the 
managements as a Canteen Contractor and for that he has 
deposited Rs. 3000 as Security. When was shown with the 
bills at Ex. M7, M10, M13, M16, M19, M22, and M25 the 
first party without any hesitation admitted that those are 
the bjlls raised by him for having supplied the food items 
of the canteen. He then admitted that he has been paid 
amount against those bills vide vouchers at Ex. M8, Mil, 
M14, M17, M20, M23, in and those vouchers, amount 
towards income-tax has been deducted. He also admitted 
that his Canteen Contract was terminated in the year 1997. 
Therefore, the first party admittedly having worked as 
Canteen Contractor between the year 1995-97 then it can 
never be believed that he was under the employment of the 
management as a casual mechanic during the above said 
period at least. As far as the contention of the management 
that the first party worked as petty contractor in attending 
the Petrol Bunks and Petrol pumps, the first party again, in 
his cross examination when was confronted with the bills 
raised by him at Ex. 26 to 29 admitted that they were the 
bills raised by him and he has been paid against those bills 
as per the vouchers at Ex.M28, M29 and M30. Apart from 
those bills, the management also produced documents at 
Ex.M 10 to M25 viz the bills raised by the first party and the 
payment made to him under the separate vouchers. Those 
documents also include the Income Tax Returns showing 
deduction of Income Tax from file amount payable to the 
first party towards the work he carried out as a Petty 
Contractor and raised the bills accordingly. None of these 
document has been attacked and challenged on behalf of 
the first party during the course of cross examination of 
MW1 & MW2. No suggestion was made to either erf the 
said two witnesses that these are the bills and the payment 
vouchers so also income-tax deductions concocted by the 
management in order to defeat the claim of the first party. 
Therefore, when we go by the aforesaid documents and 
evidence produced by the management, it becomes crystal 
clear that in between the year 1995-97 the first party worked 
as Canteen Contractor Mid thereafter up till Spetember 1999 
he worked as a Petty Contractor. The aforesaid bills with 
regard to the contract for Canteen have been issued by the 
first party under his own letter heads reading as “Balkrishna 
Canteen Contractor, Indian Oil Corporation Limited, 
Metagalli, Mysore”. For the work he carried out as a 
mechanic/contractor to attend and repair the patrol pumps 
and petrol bunks he had also issued, the bills under the 
letter head reading as “Balkrishna P.K. All Pipe Fittings, 
Pump Repairs etc. Gayathri Bhavan, Siddalinga Pura, 
Mysore”. His statement in cross examination that he was 
raising the bills only after attending the repairs for the 
expenses incurred by him towards journey undertaken to 
the places and not as a Contractor, on its face itself will 
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have to be rejected as improbable and unbelievable. First 
of all if he worked as an employee of the management 
corporation, then there was absolutely no necessity for 
him to raise any sort of bills either towards the expenses or 
towards the money spent by him undertaking the journeys 
to the places for attending the repairs could for it have 
been the job of the first party as a mechanic working under 
the management and in that case there was no question of 
his submitting the bills. Moreover, if we peruse the bills 
before this tribunal, it can never be said that they were the 
bills for the expenses incurred by him taking journeys to 
the places for repairs attended by him. The reading of the 
aforesaid bills would make it very much clear that they 
were the bills raised by him for the spare parts he provided 
while attending the repairs. The bills also would read to the 
effect that he rectified those defects by providing spare 
parts as mentioned in the respective bills. Therefore, the 
stand taken by the management that the first party did the 
job of Canteen Contractor and as a Petty Contractor and 
was not the employee of the Corporation at any point of 
time has been very much established by the management 
by the oral and documentary evidence. 

11. Now as against this, documents at Ex. W1 to W4 
(Ex. Ml to M4 earlier marked) which have been very much 
taken support of the first party to justify its claim are neither 
sufficient nor can be considered as legal evidence so as to 
suggest that he was working as a mechanic under the 
management. Ex. W1 is the Xerox copy of the certificate 
describing him as a casual worker working for two years as 
on 29-1-1992. First of all it is not a document to be read in 
evidence in the absence of the original certificate, which 
must be in the possession of the first party himself and not 
produced before this tribunal for the best reasons known 
to him. Secondly, MW1 in his affidavit by way of 
examination chief has clarified that in the above said 
certificate which was addressed to KAIC, Mysore by 
oversight he has mentioned the first party as Casual instead 
of mentioning him as a Contractor. The letter at Ex. W2 
dated 2-1-1999 has been addressed for S. Vittal Rao & 
Sons to the Depot Manager of the Depot at Mysore, wherein 
it is stated that their Mechanic Balakrishna has attended 
the MS pumps on and off defect rectified placing certain 
spare parts. The letter at Ex. W3 is written by Sri Vijaya 
Service Station to the Depot Manager, Mysore, wherein it 
is stated that said Balakrishna has attended certain repairs. 
The letter at Ex. W4 again written by some agency to the 
Depot Manager to the effect that their Mechanic, 
Balakrishna has attended the complaint. Relying upon the 
letters the first party wants to contend that he was working 
as a Mechanic and attended the repairs and accordingly 
letters have Been addressed to the Depot Manager by the 
parties concerned. In my opinion, this again is not a proof 
or an evidence to suggest that the first party infact worked 
under the management as its mechanic. When it is the 
case of the management itself that they have engaged the 


services of the first party as a mechanic/contractor to attend 
the repairs of the pumps sets and petrol bunks at the 
respective consumer premises and the first party had 
attended those repairs and accordingly the aforesaid letters 
were addressed to the management by the parties 
concerned, it cannot be said that he worked as a Mechanic 
being appointed by the management corporation. He might 
have attended the repairs as a Contractor on behalf of the 
management and accordingly reports were made by the 
parties concerned. The next document placed on record by 
the first party is extract of pump maintenance complaint 
register marked at Ex. W6 (M6) wherein at column No. 10, 
name of the first party appears. It was argued for the first 
party that first party has not described as a Contractor 
through out. This maintenance register running right from 
the year 1993 till 1997. Of course the first party has not 
been described as a Contractor in the aforesaid register 
which shows the name of the person attending the repairs 
but that does not lead to the conclusion that he was a 
mechanic working under the management as, undisputedly, 
he has not been described as a Mechanic as well. Therefore, 
the documents produced by the first party will not be 
helpful to his case in establishing the fact that he was 
working under the management being appointed as a 
Mechanic and therefore, was the employee of the 
corporation. That apart, as argued for the management, the 
primary burden was cast upon the shoulders of the first 
party himself to substantiate the fact that he was an 
employee of the corporation and the most relevant 
document rather the records to speak to the said facts 
would have been the wage slips duly issued by the 
management m favour of the first party as an employee. 
Not a single wage slip has been produced nor a scrap of 
paper also brought on record by the first party to suggest 
that he has been paid a sum of Rs. 3000/- as monthly salary 
working as Mechanic under the management. It is not the 
case of the first party that he attended the office of the 
management as employee regulary and signed any 
attendance register being maintained by the management. 
It is also not his case that he was being paid wages or 
salary under any payment register being signed by him 
and this appears to be the reason as to why he did make 
any attempt in calling upon the management to produce 
any such records evidencing the fact that he was an 
employee of the management and was on the roll of the 
management as an employee right from the year 1990 up 
till September, 1999. Moreover, as noted above, the oral 
and documentary evidence produced by the first party 
losses all its significance and importance in the face of 
the oral and documentary evidence produced by the 
management substantiating the fact that he worked only 
as a Canteen Contractor and as a Petty Contract and not 
as an employee being appointed by the management. 
Therefore, in the light of the above, the first party must 
fail and reference is answered accordingly by passing the 
following award : 
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AWARD 

The. reference stands dismissed. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 21st March, 2006). 

AR. SIDDlQUI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 13th April, 2006 

S.O. 1759.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Dilutes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Ceiltfal 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No.10/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Guwahati, Assam now as shown in the Annextife 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers m relation 
to the management of O.N.G.C. and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 12-4*2006. 

[No. L-30015/4/20Q3-IR (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE COURT IN THE CENTRAL GOVT, 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM^LABOUR COURT, 
GUWAHATI* ASSAM 

PRESENT t SHRI H.A HAZARIKA, 

Presiding Officer, 

CGIT-Cum-Labour Court, 

OuWahati. 

In the matter of an Industrial Dispute between:— 

The Management of ONGC, Agartala 
Vs. 

Their Workman Sri Swapan Kumar Das 
ADVOCATES 

Mr.S.Deb,LL.B., : Advocates for the 
Miss, S. Senapati, LL.B. Management 

Mr. D. Chakrabarty, LL.B. : Advocate for the Workman. 

Ref. No. 10 of 2004 


Date of Award: 27-02-2006 

AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi vide Us Notification No. L-30015/4/20034R(M) dated 
21-02-2003 referred this Industrial Dispute arose between 
the Management of O JV.G.C and their Workman Sri Swapan. 
Kumar Das in exercise of power conferred by C3ause-(d) °f 
Sub-section (1) Qf Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) for adjudication on the basis of the 
following Schedule 

SCHEDULE 

“Whether the action of the management of ONGC in 
terminating,the service of Sh. Swapan Kumar Das is 
legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

2. Initially the reference was received by the State 
Industrial Tribunal, Guwahati and on being setup of CGIT- 
cum-Labour Court, Guwahati the same is transferred ami 
received on 9-12-2004and issued notice to both the parties. 
On being notified they appeared before this Tribunal and 
hearing started for adjudication to pass the award. 

3. It is pertinent'to note here that the workman 
approached the Hon’ble High Court vide Civil Rule No. 61 
of 1960 which was dismissed with direction to approach 
the Industrial Tribunal and being approached the Labour 
Court Agartala vide case No. 3/2001 and the same was also 
dismissed on the ground that the procedure for reference 
required undef Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 was not followed. Against the order of Labour Court 
concerned he again preferred a Writ Petition bearing 284/ 
02 before the Hon’ble High Court Tripura Bench and the 
same was also dismissed with direction to Central 
Government to make an order of reference. 

4. The case of the workman from narration of his 
W.S. in brief is that he was engaged by ONGC, now renamed 
Oil and Natural Gas Corporation under Tripura Project as 
contingent security man on 01-01-1988. Since very 
inception of joining he was discharging his duties to the 
entire satisfaction of all concerned. From February, 1989 he 
was posted at Panchamukh DTY & PTY. But from 1-5-1989 
the workman was not allowed to work and ba& wages was 
stopped. The workman also learnt that in his place illegally 
a newly recruited Security man wasposted with effect from 
same date i.e. 1-5-1989. The work man had been in 
continuous service for more than a year and he is protected 
under Section 25A of the Industrial Dispute Act 

Further he learnt that from outsider and to provide 
jobs to particular group of people his service was terminated 
illegally. The workman submitted a number of 
representations so also notices for his reinstatement On 
compliance of call he appeared before the Dy. Director, 
Security, ONGC, Agartala as regards his demand. But |He 
Assistant Security Officer on 3-1-1990 intimated a letter 
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that the workman was never in service under ONGC. A 
statement of the workman was recorded in an Enquiry 
related to a theft case. The workman claims that the 
management has committed gross injustice ultra violating 
the law and equity and he prayed that he should be treated 
as he has been in the continuous service as Security man 
on 1-1-88 to till date without any break or interruption and 
he has to be paid full pay and allowances for the aforesaid 
period and all other benefits incidental to such service. 

5. The case of the management from the narration of 
their W.S. that the Management denied that Swapan Kumar 
Das had been serving to the post of his ability and the 
entire satisfaction of the ONGC. That the management 
published a Seniority List of contingent workman who 
completed 240 days during 12 consecutive months in 
Tripura Project now Tripura Asset Agartala and are still on 
the Roll of the management as on 17-5-93 and it reveals 
that the workman never worked under the management. 
That the claim of the workman that he was posted at 
Panchamukh DTY & PTY from February, 1989 are denied 
and disputed. That the Asstt. Security Officer, O.N.G.C., 
Tripura Project was not at all competent to issue any order 
of appointment. Appointing authority is the General 
Manager of the Project and the Assistant Security Officer 
was not competent and not vested with any power to 
appoint any person. The workman also failed to submit 
any appointment letter and the documents said to have 
been issued on 18-2-89 does not confer any right to the 
workman. The workman was never appointed by and under 
the management and he did not do any work under the 
management. That no injustice is made to the workman 
and the workman is not entitled to be in continuous service 
as Security Man with effect from 1-1-88 till today nor he is 
entitled to the consequential benefit and the claim of the 
workman is unjustified and liable to be dismissed. 

6 . Heard the argument submitted by the learned 
Senior Advocate for the management and Mr. D. 
Chakrabarty for the workman. Perused the'documents 
exhibited by both the parties. The Workman examined 
himself as solitary witness as WW.l. The management 
also examined a solitary witness Aman Xavier Kundulahaa 
MW. 1. Both of them are cross examined by their respective 
opponent Advocate. I have recorded the evidence by my 
own hand at the Circuit Court at Agartala (Tripura). 

W.W.l Workman Swapan Kr. Das deposed that he 
was working at Panchamukh ONGC as Security person. 
Prior to it he was working at Anandanagar from 1988. He 
worked there as contingent Security man. He was receiving 
his payment on monthly basis but since his appointment 
at Panchamukh he was not paid. At Anandanagar in 
connection with an enquiry he received a paper and the 
same was not against him. While his payment was not. 
made he made some representations to the management 
but the management did not reply to his representatives. 


Ext. 1 is the photo copy of his appointment letter Ext.2 to 
Ext.2(b) are photo copies of his representation, Ext.3 is the 
photo copy of his demand notice dated 21-12-89. Ext.4 is 
the photo copy of the letter issued to him by Dy. Director 
Security. Ext.5 is the photo copy of a letter issued to him by 
Assistant Security Officer, Agartala. Ext.6 photo copy of 
Statement delivered to him by S.K-Roy, SE(D) at Well ADC 
during the course of enquiry held. In cross examination he 
said that he has not submitted any documents relating to 
his appointment at Anandanagar. So also he said that he 
has not submitted any documents relating to the payment 
made to him. The original of the exhibited photo copies are 
not with him. He has got postal acknowledgement relating 
to deposit of document. He instituted a case at Labour 
Court, Agartala and submitted the original papers therein. 
Against the order of Labour Court he preferred appeal 
before the Hon’ble High Court at Agartala Bench. The 
Hon’ble High Court passed the order that as the ONGC is 
a Central Government Department the Labour Court of 
Agartala has no jurisdiction and directed to refer the case 
to Central Government Tribunal. In Hon’ble High Court 
also he submitted the copies of documents. Ext.6 
photocopies he received from office and he has not got 
any forwarding letter. He denied that he has not submitted 
the original document in the Labour Court. He has seen the 
seniority list of Contingent labourers who completed 240 
days and his name is not in that list. He denied that he was 
never appointed as contingent labour. He also denied that 
Assistant Security Officer has got no power of appointment 

The MW. 1 deposed that Ext. A is the photo copy of 
the seniority list of contingent worker who completed the 
240 days. During 12 consecutive months in Tripura Prject 
now asset as on 17-5-93 the name of Sri Swapan Kr. Das is 
not in the seniority list. The official record and on ONGC 
does not show that Swapan Kr. Das was engaged by the 
ONGC nor any CPF No. is given to Sri Swapan Kr. Das. In 
cross-examination he deposed that being transferred from 
Najira he joined at Agartala in the month of May, 2004. The 
documents on verification he has not found the exhibited 
documents in the official records. Ex. 5 is also not found in 
their office. He is not definite whether on 3-1-90 Sri S. N. 
Singh was Assistant Security Officer at ONGC, Agartala or 
not. No enquiry was held relating to theft of petroleum. Ext. 
A is the original of Annexures O, P submitted earlier. The 
name of the employees who retired or retrenched are not in 
the seniority list Ext. A Ext. 1 to Ext. 6 are not admitted by 
their office. He denied the workman was working from 
1 - 1 - 88 . 

7. On my careful scrutiny I find the workman claims 
that he was engaged and appointed by the Management 
and Management has illegally stopped his payment and as 
such, not allowed to functioning as Security Guard, the 
Management denied the appointment as claimed by the 
Workman vide Ext. 1 issued by the Assistant Security 





[mnil—T3FS 3(ii)]_»TEfl^TTFm: ^6, 2006/^m 16, 1928 3931 


Officer, Sr. S.N. Singh Rather the Management argued that 
the Workman was never appointed by Assistant Security 
Officer, S.N. Singh and relied the Ext.5, the documents 
submitted by the Workman. The Management denied the 
existence of master and servant relation with the workman. 
The Workman claims that prior to his appointment at 
Panchamukh vide Ext.l he was working under ONGC at 
Anandanagar. 

8. Now I am to see whether the Ext. 1 is genuine or 
valid in law. It appears to me Ext. 1 is a document presumed 
to be issued by the Assistant Security Officer who has 
subsequently denied this appointment letter vide Ext.5 
which is submitted by the workman but at the same time I 
am to see the legal force of that appointment letter whether 
it is issued by a proper and competent person authorized 
to issue the appointment letter. It was issued by Assistant 
Security Officer who has subsequently denied the 
issuance of the Ext.l appointment letter. On perusal of 
Office Memorandum of ONGC dated 2nd April, 1982 of 
ONGC which is submitted by learned Advocate for the 
Management (Circulars/Office Orders Etc. regarding 
engagement of Contingent/Casual/Work-charged hands 
and award of Job Contract in ONGC (updated upto July/ 
August, 1991), page 9 Office Memorandum 4. It is reflected 
in page9 clause-IV that the “Director (Exploration) had 
been authorized to appoint contingent labour for 
geological field parties during the field season:” On perusal 
of the same I find the Assistant Security Officer is not 
empowered to issue appointment or appointment letter 
and hence, Ext.l (appointment letter) is not valid in law. 
Much argument made by both the sides. The learned 
Advocates on the point of under Section 25 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act. The basic point here I am to see 
whether the workman worked for 240 days for the 
proceeding of 12 months or one year to attract under 
section 25 of the Industrial Disputes Act especially under 
section 25(a), 25(b) of the Act. The workman claims that 
he was working under the ONGC at Anandanagar and he 
came from Anandanagar and got appointment at 
Panchamukh from 18-2-1989 as contingent Security man 
but he could not show any scrap of paper as regards his 
engagement by ONGC at Anandanagar. So also he failed 
to show any payment vouchers. He claims his 
appointment at Panchamukh vide Ext.l which is denied 
by the management. Admittedly he received no payment 
at Panchamukh. The management side during the course 
of their examination of their solitary witness, Exhibited 
Ext.A Seniority List (Proved in original) of contingent 
who completed 240 days. In. cross-examination part the 
workman Swapan Kr. Das admitted that he seen the list 
wherein the names of workers who completed 240 days 
are reflected. As admitted in his cross-examination his 
name is not apparent in that list. Though both the parties 
not frank about disclosing of an enquiry relating to theft 
of petrol yet it is found the workman is not treated as 


delinquent workman or there is allegation that the 
workman is involved in the petrol theft. Hence, the 
question of the enquiry is redundant in present facts and 
circumstances of the matter. 

9. During the course of their argument both the 
parties cited some numbers of case laws. The management 
party submitted the following case laws : 

(1) 2005 AIR SCW 5514: (2005) 8SCC 481 

Batala Co-operative Sugar Mills Ltd.-vs- 
Sowaran Singh. 

(2) 2005 AIR SCW5562 

Surendranagar District Panchayat-vs- 
Dahyabhai Amar Singh. 

The following case laws are cited by the Workman.: 

(1) AIR 1981 SC 1626 

M/s Firestone Tyre and Rubber Company of 
India (P) Limited, -vs- The Workman Employee 
represented by Firestone Type Employee Union. 

(2) 2004 AIR SCW 3731 

Mukund Staff and Officer Association, -vs- 
Mukund Staff and Officer Association. 

(3) 2005 AIR SCW 1871 

Bank of Boroda -vs- Ghemarbhai Harjibhai 
Rabari. 

(4) (1994) 2 SCC 38 HMT Limited -vs- Labour Court, 
Ema Colum and others. 

10. In theCase Nos. 1 &2 cited by the Management 
the basic point involved is that onus lies upon workman to 
prove that the workman worked for more than 240 days in 
a year proceeding his termination. On careful study of those 
2 case laws I find the attendance of 240 days"continuous 
service is condition precedent. The burden to prove 
continuous service of 240 days consecutively in a 
proceeding one year lies on the Workman which is 
mandatory. 

11. I And Case Laws cited by the workman side in 
relation to unfair labour practice, travelling beyond 
schedule-reimbursement of payment to driver who proved 
his continuous service of 240 days and reimbursement 
made to the driver by the Bank Executive and that payment 
was with a separate scheme and the Driver produce some 
vouchers of payment node to him. The other case in relation 
to back wagCs. 

12. With all respect, I find the case laws cited by the 
Workman side are not befitting with present facts and 
circumstances of the case but the case cited by the 
management are fully befitting with the instant case. 





3932 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: MAY 6,2006/VA1SAKHA16,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


13. Under the above facts and circumstances I find 
there is no acceptable evidence in the record that the 
workman worked for 240 days continuously in compact a 
year. Further the Ext.l is not valid under law. Under the 
above facts and circumstances in my opinion the workman 
is not entitled for any relief. The workman is not entitled for 
any relief. The schedule is decided against the Workman. 

Accordingly send this award to the Government as 
per procedure. 

H.A. HAZARIKA, Presiding Officer 

Exhibit of the Workman:— 

Ext. 1-Photocopyof Appt. letter. 

Ext 2 to 2 (B) are Photo copies of representation. 

Ext. 3 Photo copy of Demand notice. 

Ext. 4 Photo copy of letter issued by Sr.Dy. 

Director (Security). 

Ext. 5 Photo copy of letter issued by A.S.O., 
O.N.G.C., Agartala. 

Ext. 6 Photo copy of statement by W/M. before 
SX Ray, S.E.(D). 

Exhibit of the Management:— 

Ext. A Photo copy of seniority list of Contingent 

workers in two sheets. 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1760. ; —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D.- 
363/2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Grasim Indutries Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-29012/14/2004-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K, JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 363/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Grasim Insudtries Ltd. Grasim 
Cement Division (S) and their workman). 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Swaminathan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam & 

Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-29012/14/2004-IR(M) dated 
31-3-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the claim of Shri Swaminathan for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled?” ^ 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 363/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
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kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
would employ all those whose land had been acquired. 
Therefore, the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he 
would be made a permanent employee of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was engaged as water pump 
and mining helper and now he is presently working as 
helper in the mining with the present wages of Rs.100 per 
day. The II Party/Management is under the control of 
cement wages settlement Board and as per the wages board 
and as per Mines Act, no person should be employed 
under contract labour in extricating work especially relating 
to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner and other 
labourers, a collective group provident fund account had 
been opened with contribution* from the II Party/ 
Management and amounts are tnbn divided and given 
credit to each individual. The I Patty Petitioner is entitled 
to get his service regularized with all benefits and back 
wages and hence, he raised this/dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’s action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under I.D. No. 109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case 
that they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the; 
II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 


High Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and riot by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long 
time and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing arid since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that 
he worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he ha^not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. When 
the Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under 
the contractor, the bounder) duty to prove the fact that 
the Petitioner was an employee under II Party/ 
Management is on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before-this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and Other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 
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Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 
the 4th August, 2005) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
17 3T^T, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1761. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. I.D.- 
360/2004) of the Central Government Industrial/Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Grasim Indutries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-29012/15/2004-1R (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI * 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 360/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under 
clause (d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of 
Section lOofthe Industrial DisputesAct, 1947(14 ofl947). 


between the Management of Grasim Industries Ltd., Grasim 
Cement Division (S) and their workman) 

♦ 

BETWEEN 

SriV. Ramalingam : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam & 
Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L-29012/15/2004-IR(M) dated 
31-3-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri V. Ramalingam for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 360/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
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would employ alh those whose land had been acquired. 
Therefore, the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he 
would be made a permanent employee of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was engaged as water pump 
and mining helper and now he is presently working as 
helper in the mining with the present wages of Rs. 100 per 
day. The II Party/Management is under the control of 
Cement Wages Settlement Board and as per the Wages 
Board and as per Mines Act, no person should be 
employed under contract labour in extricating work 
especially relating to punts. For the benefit of the 
Petitioner and other labourers, a collective group provident 
fund account had been opened with contribution from 
the II Party/Management and amounts are then divided 
and given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner 
is entitled to get his service regularised with all benefits 
and back wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II 
Party/Management’s action in not regularising the service 
even after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with contiunity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the 1 Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the H Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court m August, 2003 under I.D. No.109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case 
that they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 
II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 
High Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workman and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 


necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these Circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back wages and all 
benefits against the Respondent/Management is 
legal and justified? 

(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

PointNo.l: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither, the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects (P) Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as 1 have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he apeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respohdent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact,, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 
the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, PresidingOfficer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1762. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 125/ 
94) of the Central Govt. Industrial-Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, No. 1, Dhanbad as shown in the Annexufe, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of UCO Bank and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-12012/189/93-IR (B-II)] 

C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference U/s. 10(l)(d) of I.D. Act, 

Reference No. 125 of 1994. 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of UCO 
Bank, Jamshedpur. 

AND 

Their workmen. 

PRESENT: SHRISARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri D.K. Verma, Advocatre. 

For the Workmen : Shri D. Mukherjee, Advocate. 

State : Jharkhand. Industry : Bank 

Dated, the 24th March, 2006. 

AWARD 

By Order No. L-12012/189/93-IR (B-II) dated 
17th May, 1994 the Central Government in the Ministry of 
Labour has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause 
(d) of sub-sec. (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disptues 
Act, 1947, referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the demand of UCO Bank Employees’ 
Association, Jamshedpur on the management of UCO 
Bank, Jamshedpur for regularisation of the services 
of Shri Jaidev Laha, Casual Workman is justified ? If 
so, what relief is he said workman entitled to?” 


2. The case of the sponsoring union is that Jaidev 
Laha, the concerned workman, is working at UCO Bank 
Jamshedpur since 1988 continuously to the satisfaction of 
the management as per direction of the management still 
the management is neither treating him as casual workman 
or permanent workman, rather the management is exploiting 
him due to un-employment condition and is making payment 
of wages at a very low rate. The union on behalf of the 
concerned workman represented before the management 
for his regularisation as permanent workmen and for wages 
and other facilities of permanent workman but without any 
effect. The work of the concerned workman is of permanent 
nature yet he has not been regularised as permanent 
workman, therefore, the present dispute has been raised 
for regularisation of service of Jaidev Laha as casual 
workman. 

3. The case of the management of UCO Bank, 
Jamshedpur is that there is no relationship of employer 
and employee between the management and the concerned 
workman and as a matter of fact he has been provided a 
space in the premises of the Bank from where he supplies 
tea to the employees and customers of the Bank on payment 
basis. He also supplies drinking water to the employees of 
the Bank. Further, according to the management of UCO 
Bank. Further, according to the management of UCO Bank 
the sponsoring union has no right to sponsor the case of 
the concerned workman as he is not a member of that union 
and the reference is bad. 

4. Although the management has denied the 
relationship of employer and employee between the 
management and the concerned workman, but from the 
evidence of MW-1 and MW-2 it appears that he is 
continuously supplying water to the employees of the Bank. 
From the evidence of these two witnesses and also the 
evidence of the concerned workman, Jaidev Laha it appears 
that he not only supplies water to the employees but also 
carries ledger from one table to other and for that purpose 
he makes entry in the Peon Book also. He has filed xerox 
copy of Peon Book which has been marked Ext. W-l. The 
evidence of the management is that the concerned workman 
is paid Rs. 18/- per day only by voucher, but the 
management has not filed any voucher or the extract copy 
of the Cash Book to show how many days he had worked 
in UCO Bank in a calendar year, on the other hand, an 
application was filed by the concerned workman in this 
Tribunal calling for the vouchers and Cash Book in which 
there are entries of the vouchers to prove that he is 
continuously working in the Bank for all the working days. 
Therefore his attendance in a year is more than 240 days. 
The management was also directed to produce Peon Book 
and besides, the voucherrs and extract of Cash Book, but 
the management has not filed the same. Therefore, it shall 
be presumed that the management has suppressed 
vouchers, cash book and peon book only because the 
same would have supported the case of the concerned 
workman. 

The concerned workman has stated that he is still 
working on payment of wages by vouchers and this fact 
finds admitted by the management’s witness also. Thus, it 
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is clear that the concerned workman is working in the Bank 
as supplier of the water and also as the peon in the Bank 
yet he is not getting proper remuneration. He is in the 
service of the Bank for last 18 years. He is rendering service 
for the benefit of the Bank for a such long time, therefore, 
in my opinion the demand of the concerned workman to 
regularise his as casual worker is justified. 

5. In the result, I render following award— 

The demand of the sponsoring union to regularise 
the concerned workman, Jaidev Laha, as casual workman 
of the Bank is fully justified and he is entitled for 
regularisation on permanent basis as and when there is 
permanent vacancy in the said Bank. He is also entitled for 
payment of wages as prescribed for casual workmen of the 
Bank. The management is directed to implement the award 
within 30 days from the date of publication of the award, 
failing which the concerned workman shall be entitled for 
wages as prescribed for casual workmen in the category as 
prescribed for the time being. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
17 3fto,2006 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1763*—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ID-44/ 
2001) of the Central Government Indusrial-Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court-U, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Oriental Insurance Co. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-4-2006. 

(No. L-17012/16/2001-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAL-CUM- 
LABOURCOURT-II, NEW DELHI 

PRESIDING OFFICER: R. N. RAI I.D. No. 44/2001 

INTHE MATTER OF : 

Shri Rajendra Prasad Mishra, 

AO- Block, Klakunj, Hanuman Mandir, 

Shalimar Bagh, Nikhar prem Bari Pul, 

New Delhi-110052; 


Versus 

The Sr. Divisional Manager, 

Oriental Insurance Co. Ltd., 

IX Floor, Jeevan Bharti Building, 

Cannought Place, 

NewDelhi-110001. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of labour by its letter No. L-17012/16/ 
2001-IR (B-II) Central Government Dt. 16-07-2001 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether any employer-employee relationship exists 
between the management of Oriental insurance Co. 
Ltd. and Shri Rajendra Prashad Mishra? If so, whether 
the action of the management of Oriental Insurance 
Company Ltd. in disallwoing Shri Rajendra Prashad 
Mishra from the services w.e.f. 24-4-2000 is legal and 
just? If not, what relief the said workman is entitled 
and from what date/' 

2. The workman has filed claim statement and the 
management has also replied to the same. It transpires from 
perusal of the order sheet that the workman has not been 
turning up since 4-2-2004. The management has been 
present all along. Notice has been issued to the workman 
still he did not turn up. Several dates have been given for 
filing rejoinder. The workman has not filed rejoinder. So 
opportunity of filing rejoinder has been closed. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date; 3-4-2006 R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 
S*0. 1764*—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Ref. No, ID 
372/2004) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Gfasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/3/2004-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 372/2004 

[In the matter of dispute for adjuducation under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workman] 

BETWEEN 


Sri K. Chandrakasan, 

: 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, 
Grasim Industries Ltd. 

: II Party/Management 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : 

M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: 

M/s. Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarkanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/3/2004-IR (M) dated 
31-3-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the claim of Shri K. Chandrakasan for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 372/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani Cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 


employees like the Petitioner, and the post permanent and 
continuous one and therefore, the worker is also deemed 
to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one of the 
land owners in the said area and was previously doing 
agriculture in the land and the said lands were acquired for 
the purpose of setting upto of II Party/Management cement 
plant in the year 1994-95. At the time of purchase of lands, 
it was promised that II Party/Management for whom the 
lands were being acquired would employ all those whose 
land had been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s 
legitimate expectation that he would be made a permanent 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner was 
engaged as water pump and mining helper and now he is 
presently working as helper in the mining with the present 
wages of Rs. 100 per day. The II Party/Management is 
under the control of Cement Wages Settlement Board and 
as per the wages board and as per Mines Act, no person 
should be employed under contract labour in extricating 
work especially relating to mines. For the benefits of the 
Petitioner and other labourers, a collective group provident 
fund account had been opened with contribution from the 
II Party/Management and amounts are then divided and 
given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is 
entitled to get his service regularised with all benefits and 
back wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’s action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd., the 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under ID. No. 109/2003. 
Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a 
new case that they are employees of II Party/Management. 
Further the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly against the II Party/Management and 
the contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per 
Cement Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he 
being an employees of the contractor of the II Party/ 
Management and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
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dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

© “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ji) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1:— 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects (P) Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contrator, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, 1 find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 

I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1765.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award ( Ref. No. ID- 
366/2004) of the Central Government Indusrial-Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/1Q/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENIRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRffiUNAIXTJM-LABOURCOURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: Shri K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 366/2004 

[In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (I) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) between the 
' Management of Grasim Industries Ltd., Grasim Cement 
Division(S) and their workman.] 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Karunanithi I Party/Petitioner. 

AND 

The Joint President : II Party/Management 
Grasim Industries Ltd J 
Grasim Cement Divisions) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 

& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundaram & 
\ Dwarakanatham, Advocate 
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AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/10/2004-IR(M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri Karunanithi for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back wages and all 
benefits against the management of Grasim Industries 
Ltd., Cement Division (So.uth) Reddipalayam, 
Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the refemece, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 366/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 


illegal, arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/ 
Management cannot plead estoppel after agreeing 
to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for 
all these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise 
the services of the Petitioner with back wages and 
other monetary benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Managment. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under I.D. No. 109/2003. 
Therefore, the petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a 
new case that they are employees of II Party/Management. 
Further, the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly against the II Party/Management and 
the contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per 
Cement Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he 
being an employee of the contractor of the II Party/ 
Management and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement Plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 


The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining 
works. He has worked continuously for more than 
500 days and there was licensed contractor to 
engage workers in this kind of mining works. One 
Dharani cement was the previous owner of the 
cement plant which was subsequently taken over 
by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 
26 employees like the Petitioner and the post is 
permanent and continuous one and therefore, the 
worker is also deemed to be a permanent worker. 
The Petitioner was one of the land owners in the said 
area and was previously doing agriculture in the land 
and the said lands were acquired for the purpose of 
setting upon of II Party/Management cement plant 
in the year 1994-95. At the time of purchase of lands, 
it was promised that II Party/Management for whom 
the lands were being acquired would employ all those 
whose land had been acquired. Therefore, the 
Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he would be 
made a permanent employee of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was engaged as water 
pump and mining helper and now he is presently 
working as helper in the mining with the present 
wages of Rs. 100/- per day. The II Party/Management 
is under the control of cement wages settlement 
Board and as per the wages board and as per Mines 
Act, no person should be employed under contract 
labour in extricating work especially relating to mines. 
For the benefit of the Petitioner and other labourers, 
a collective group provident fund account had been 
opened with contribution from the 11 Party/ 
Management and amounts are then divided and 
given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner 
is entitled to get his service regularised with all 
benefits and back wages and hence, he raised this 
dispute. The II Party/Management’s action is not 
regularising the service even after more than 500 days 
of continuous service in a permanent vacancy is 
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15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) lid. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contrator, the bounden duty to prove die fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor heappeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, 1 find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is.to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any felief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the PA., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005.) 

K JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
17 3*^1,2006 
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[R. 1^-29012/4/2004-3^ m (fafau) ] 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1766.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government* hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. ID- 
367/2004) of the Central Government Indusrial-Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-29012/4/2004-IR (M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Scey. 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, die 4th August, 2005 
PRESENT: SHRIKL JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 367/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
die Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) between the 
Management of Grasini Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workman. \ 

BETWEEN: 

Sri K. Saminathan : I Party/Petitioner. 

AND 

The Joint President : II Party/Management. 

Grasim Industries Ltd! . 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s; Sivam, S. Subramaniam 

& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management ; M/s. Meenakshisundaram & 

Dwarakanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministryof Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/4/2004-IR(M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adj udication 

“Whether the claim of Shri K. Saminathan for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages ‘ 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the Workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D.'No. 367/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining 
works. He has worked continuously for more than 
500 days and there was licensed contractor to engage 
workers in this kind of mining works. One Dharani 
cement was the previous owner of the cement plant 
which was subsequently taken over by the II Party/ 
Management as Grasim Cement Division. The II Party/ 
Management was using 26 employees like the 
Petitioner and the post is permanent and continuous 
one and therefore, the worker is also deemed to be a 
permanent worker. The Petitioner was one of the land 
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owners in the said area and was previously doing 
agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At 
the time of purchase of lands, it was promised that II 
Party/Management for whom the lands were being 
acquired would employ all those whose land had 
been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s legitimate 
expectation that he would be made a permanent 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner 
was engaged as water pump and mining helper and 
now he is presently working as helper in the mining 
with the present wages of Rs.100/- per day. The II 
Party/Management is under the control of Cement 
Wages Settlement Board and as per the Wages Board 
and as per Mines Act, no person should be employed 
under contract labour in extricating work especially 
relating to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner 
and other labourers, a collective group provident 
hind account had been opened with contribution 
from the II Party/Management and amounts are then 
divided and given credit to each individual. The I 
Party/ Petitioner is entittled to get his service 
regularised with all benefits and back ages and hence, 
he raised this dispute. The II Party/Management’s 
action in not regularising the service even after more 
than 500 days of continuous service in a permanent 
vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel 
after agreeing to give permanent employment to those 
persons whose lands were acquired for the plant. 
Hence, for all these reasons, he prays this Tribunal 
to regularise the services of the Petitioner with back 
wages and other monetary benefits with continuity 
of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I P^rty/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Managment. The Petitioner 
is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/Management 
namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The Petitioner through 
his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade Union Congress 
raised dispute against the contractor of Management for 
payment of bonus, minimum wages before this Court in 
August, 2003 under I.D. No. 109/2003. Therefore, the 
petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case that 
they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, the 
Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages Act 
jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 
II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 
High Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and, therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. 
Since the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement Plant, 
which does not come within the purview of Arbitration 


Award dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by 
the contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee 
under Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not 
a necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
Consideration is:— 

(i) “Whether the claiip of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regylarisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No, 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. When 
the Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under 
the contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as 1 have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he'has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the .claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 20Q6 

S.O. 1767.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14'of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 
ID-$71/2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/6/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4tl) August, 2005 

PRESENT: KJAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 371/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14, of 1947), 
between the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. 
Grasim Cement Division (S) and their workman). 

BETWEEN: 

Sri S. Karunamoorthi : I Party/Petitioner 

AND: 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division(S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

Appearance: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, 

S.Subramaniam 
& Balaji, 

Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundaram 

& Dwarakanatham, 
Advocates 


AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Notification order No. L-29012/6/2004-IR (M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication :— 

“Whether the claim of Shri S. Karunamoorthi for 
countinuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the management of 
grasim Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I.D. No. 371/2004 and notices were issued to 
both the parties. Both sides have entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement respectively* 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are 
briefly as follows 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining 
works. He has worked continuously for more than 
500 days and there was licensed contractor to 
engage workers in this kind of mining works. One 
Dharani cement was the previous owner of the 
cement plant which was subsequently-taken over 
by the 11 Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division, The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is 
permanent and continuous one and therefore, the 
worker is also deemed to be a permanent worker. 
The Petitioner was one of the land owners in the 
said area and was previously doing agriculture in 
the land and the sajd lands were acquired for the 
purpose of setting up of II Party/Management 
Cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time of 
purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands wele being 
acquired would employ all those whose land had 
been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s 
legitimate expectation that he would be made a 
permanent employee of the II Party/Management. 
The Petitioner was engaged as water pump and 
mining helper and now he is presently working as 
helper in the mining with the present wages of Rs. 
100/- per day. The II Party/Management is under 
the control of cement wages settlement Board and 
as per the wages board and as per Mines Act, no 
person should.be employed under contract labour 
in extricating work especially relating to mines. For 
the benefit of the Petitioner and other labourers, a 
collective group provident fund account had been 
opened with contribution from the II Party/ 
Management and amounts are then divided and 
given credit to each individual. The I Party 
Petitioner is entitled to get his service regularised 
with all benefits and back wages and hence, he 
raised this dispute! The II Parity/Management’s 
action in not regularising the service eVeh after 
more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
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permanent vacancy in illegal, arbitrary and unjust 
and Respondent/Management cannot plead 
estoppel after agreeing to give permanent 
employment to those persons whose lands were 
acquired for the plant. Hence, for all these reasons, 
he prays this Tribunal to regularise the services of 
the Petitioner with back wages and other monetary 
benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila 
Trade Union Congress raised dispute against the 
contractor of Management for payment of bonus, 
minimum wages before this Court in August, 2003 under 
I.D. No. 109/2003. Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot 
be heard to set up a new case that they are employees 
of II Party/Management. Further, the Petitioner filed an 
application under Minimum Wages Act jointly against 
the II Party/Management and the contractor seeking to 
pay E Grade Wages as per cement Wages Settlement 
dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the II Party/ 
Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble High 
Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. 
Since the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, 
which does not come within the purview of Arbitration 
Award dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid 
by the contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee 
under Respondent/Management, this Respondent is 
not a necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner 
ought to have filed the above dispute against the 
contractor and not this Respondent. Hence, the 
Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is:— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Resondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point no. 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long 
time and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, 
the Respondent represented through their advocate 
on 28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 


adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the 
fourth time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex- 
parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that 
he worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the 
Respondent alleged that for mining work, they have 
entered into contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. 
and the Petitioner is only an employee under VSK 
Projects P. Ltd. When the Respondent alleged that he is 
only an employee under the contractor, the bounden 
duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was an employee 
under II Party/Management is on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his 
claim nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral 
evidence. Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner 
has not established before this Tribunal as he is an 
employee under the Respondent/Management. Since he 
has not established this fact, he is not entitled to the 
claim of regulrisation and other consequential benefits. 
As such, I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to 
what relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of 
accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 
the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
ft 17 2006 

37T. 37T. 1768- aMfilch fftn* 1947 

(1947 cfn 14) im 17 ft ft', ftto 7TT37TC 

ft lift to -ft ft^ns PwWY ftft 
33ft to+ift ■ft to, 3733ft ft fftto fftrrc ft 
ftto mm ftftto fttoTn, ftft ft w (wf 
wit 3ft. ft. 370/2004) 3ft VI if* Id tot ft ftftfa 
7TT37R ft 13-04-2006 ft 3TRT ^3TT «fTI 

[ft. T3^T-29012/7/2004-371^ 37R (IftftD] 

New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1768. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. ID- 
370/2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial dispute between the management of 
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The Petitioner is e worker under the II Party/ 
Mantgcmcftt from 15-1-2001 and engagodin mining 


Qratim Industries Ltd. and their workman, received by 
the Central Government on 13-04-2006 

[No. L-29012/7/2004-IR (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. 
USTRIAL TRI8UNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

' INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 370/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for Adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 2947 (14 of 1947), 
between the management of Gfasim Industries Ltd. 
Orasim Cement Division (S) and their workman) 

BETWEEN: 

Sri N. Chinnadurai : I Party/Petitioner 



The Joint President, 11 Party/Management 

Gra$im Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division(S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

: i 

For tjhe Workman : M/s. Sivam, 

S.Subramaniam 
& Balaji, 

Advocates ‘ 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundaram 
| & Dwarakanatham, 

| Advocates 

| i " AWARD 

i The Central Government, Ministry of Labour, vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/7/2004-iR (M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute 
to this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

| | * ‘Whether the claim of Shri N. Chinnadurai for 

continuity of service, regularisatiofl with back 
i wages and all benefits against the management of 
, Qiasim Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 

! Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If 
not, to what relief the workman is entitled? ” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken 
on file as I.P. No. 370/2004 and notices were issued to 
both the parties. Both sides have entered appearance 
through their advocates and filed Claim Statement and 
Counter Statement respectively. 

13. The allegations in the Claim Statement are 
briefly as follows :— 

I 
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works. He hat worked continuously for more than 
500 days and there was licensed contractor to 
engage workers in this kind of mining works. One 
Dharani cement was the previoua owner of the 
cement plant which was subsequently taken over 
by the II Party/Management as Graaim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management wee using 
26 employees like the Petitioner and the post is 
permanent and continuous one fend therefore, the 
worker is also deemed to be a permanent worker. 

- The Petitioner was one of the land owners in the 
said area and was previously doing agriculture in 
the land and the said lands, were acquired for the 
purpose of setting up of II Party/Management 
cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time of 
purchase of lands, it was promised that I! Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being 
acquired would employ all those whose land had 
been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s 
legitimate expectation that he would be made a 
permanent employee of the I i Party/Management: 
The Petitioner was engaged as water pump and 
mining helper and now he is presently working as 
helper in the mining with the present wages of 
* Rs. 100/- per day. The II Party/Management is 
under the control of cement wages settlement 
Board and as per the wages board and as per 
Mines Act, no person should be employed under 
contract labour in extricating work especially 
relating to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner 
and other labourers, a collective group provident. 
fund account had been opened with contribution 
from the fi Party/Management and amounts are 
then divided and given credit to each individual. 
The I Party Petitioner is entitled to get his service 
regularised with all benefits and back wages and 
hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’s action in not regularising the 
service even after morfe than 500 days of 
continuous service is a permanent vacancy is 
illegal, arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/ 
Management cannot plead estoppel after agreeing 
to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, 
for all these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to 
regularise the services of the Petitioner with back 
wages and Other monetary benefits with continuity 
of service.' r 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the 1 Psarty/Workman has never 
been ah-employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner through hisjmipn affiliated to Tamil Manila 
Trade Union Congress raised dispute against the 
contractor of Management for payment of bonus, 
minimum wages before this Court in August, 2003 under 
I.D. No-109/2003. Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot 
be heard to set up a new case that they are employees 
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of II Party/Management, Further, the Petitioner filed an 
application under Minimum Wages Act jointly against 
the II Party/Management and the contractors seeking 
to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement Wages Settlement 
dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the II Party/ 
Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble High 
Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. 
Since the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, 
which does not come within the purview of Arbitration 
Award dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid 
by the contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee 
under Respondent/Management, this Respondent is 
not a necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner 
ought to have filed the above dispute against the 
contractor and not this Respondent. Hence, the 
Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is,- 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 

continuity of service, regularisation with back 

wages and all benefits against the Resondent/ 

Management is legal and justified? 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled” 

Point No. 1;— 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long 
time and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, 
the Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neitherlhe Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the 
fourth time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex- 
parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that 
he worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the 
Respondent alleged that for mining work, they have 
entered into contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. 
and the Petitioner is only an employee under VSK 
Projects P. Ltd. When the Respondeatalleged that he is 
only an employee under the contractor, the bounden 
duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was an employee 
under II Party/Management is on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his 
claim nor he appeared before this Court to give oral 
evidence. Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner 
has not established before this Tribunal as he is an 
employee under the Respondent/Management. Since he 


has not established this fact, he is not entitled to the 
claim of reguhdsation and other consequential benefits. 

As such, I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The neat point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief, no costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of 

accordingly. 4 

(Dictated to ihe P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this day 
the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer. 

M 17 2006 
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New Delhi, the 17 th April, 2006 

S.O. 1769<—-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby"publishes the award (Ref, No. ID- 
369/2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by die Central Government , 

on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-29012/&2Q04-IR (M)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE. " 

MTORETUKCENTRALtaOVT. 

INDUSTRIAL PUBIWUL-CUM ■ I.4BCWCOURT, 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: K JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO, 369/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudicatiofMttkder clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section Jfrk) of Section 
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BETWEEN: 


SriS.Thirumal : I Party/Petitioner 
AND: 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Gratia Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Diviaion(S) 

Reddlpalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE! 

For the Workman M/s. Sivam*, , k 

S.Subranmuam & Balaji 
Advocates 

For the Management * M/s. Meenakshisundram 

A Dwarakaaatham, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L- 29012/8/2004-1R (M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

* 4 Whether the claim of Shri Thirumel for continuity 
of service, ngutarisatfonwith back wages end all benefits 
against the management of Qn^ feAiitTieaLtd., Cement 
Division (South) Reddipeleyam, Ariyalur is legal and 
justified? If not, to what rdief the workman ie entitled? ” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file at I.D. No/369/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties, doth sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows: 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
Hs has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engageworkers in this 
kind of mining works. One Mmrani cem ent wa l l the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 emloyees 
like the Petitioner ami the post is permanent and continuous 
one and therefore, the worker is also deemed to be a 
permanent worker. The Petitioner was one of the land 
owners in the said area and was previously doing 
agriculture in the land and the said lands wers acquired for 
the purpoae of setting up of II Party/Management cement 
plant in the year 1994-95. At the time of purchase of lands, 
it was promised that II Party/ Management for whom the 


lands were being acquired would employ all those whose 
land had been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner's 
legitimate expectation that he would be made a permanent 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner was 
engaged as water pump and mining helper and now he is 
presently working as helper in the mining with the praam 
wages of Rs.100 per day. The II Party/Management is 
under the control of cement wages settlement Board and 
as per the wages board and as per Mines Act, no person 
should be employed undar contract labour in extricating 
work especially relating to mines. For the benefit of the 
Petitioner and other labourers, a collective group provident 
fond account had been opened with contribution from 
the II Party/ Management and amounts are then divided 
and given credit to each individual. The 1 Party Petitioner 
is entitled to get his eervice regularised with all benefits 
and back wage! and hence, he raised this dispute. The II 
Party/Management'a action in not regularising the service 
even after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Managament cannot plead estaoppel after 
agreeing to given permanent employment to those persons 
whoee lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of eervice. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/ Workman has never 
been and employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of n Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSX Projects P.Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union tffflated to ’ftmii Mentis Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
. management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court August, 2003 under .D.No. .109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner new cannot be heard to set up a new case 
that they are employees of II Party/Management Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 
II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 
High Court was pleased to stay Hit said order. EVen in that 
petition, the petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fond is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute.The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 
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5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is—- 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for continuity 
of service, reguiarisation with back wages and all benefits 
against the Respondent/Management is legal and justified? 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No.l:— 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005 Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Responden/Management from 15-1 -2001, 
he has not produced any document to substantiate his 
claim- On the other hand, the Respondent alleged that for 
mining work, they hsve entered into contract with M/s. 
VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner is only and 
employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the respondent 
alleged that he is only an employee under the contractor, 
the bounden duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was 
and employee under II Party/Management is on the 
Petitioner. 

8. Hut, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor bt appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Unde? such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
estsMKisd before this Tribunal as he is and employee 
unde, ;“uv Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
estfib&v, :‘r ibis fact, he is not entitled to the. claim of 
regular isation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No.2.— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 

tmkt the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of tire foregoing findings, 1 find the Petitioner 

not entitled to any relief. No costs, 

10. The (reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(ij&i&M io the P.A. transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and ptsmuns^ by me- in the open court on this 
dsy the 4th August, 2005.-} 

K.J 4V ARAM AN. Presiding Officer 

■*£ 17 airfhw, 2006 

m. air. i770-afo#w» fam. atfaPm, 1947 (1947 

w. h) mt ti ti mm Tmfta 

pts#* ?&?*&% 4 ti ’m% f-rcte rc ff ata mti 

HT dp: ti w (*ft«f *R5*TT 


serf. ft. 361/2004) tit TOrftm mti ♦, ^ titifa mm 
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New Delhi, the 17 th April, 2006 

S.O. 1770.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 
No. ID-361/2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 13-4-2006. 

[No. L-29012/18/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: K. JAYARAMAN, 

Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 361/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. 
Grasim Cement Division (S) and their workman) 

BETWEEN: 

Sri C. Ramalingam I Party/Petitioner 

AND: 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division(S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

Appearance: 

For the Workman ; M/s. Sivam, 

S.Subramaniam 
& Balaji 
Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Meenakshisundrama 

& Dwarakanatham, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L- 29012/18/2004-IR (M) dated 
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31-03*2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 


’‘Whether the claim of Shri C. RamaHngam for. 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages and 
ail benefits against the management of Gratim Industries 
Ud., Cement Division (South) Reddiplayam, Ariyalur is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled?” 

2. After die receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 361/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows: 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged In mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers fa) this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the tl Party/Management as Orasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/ Management was using 26 emloyees 
like the Petitioner and the post is permanent and continuous * 
one and therefore, the worker is also deemed to be a 
permanent worker. The Petitioner was one of the land 
owners in the said area and was previously doing 
agriculture in the land and the said lands were acquired for 
the purpose of setting up of II Party/Management cement 
plant in the year 1994-95. At the time of purchase of lands, 
it was promised that II Party/ Management for whom the 
lands were being acquired would employ all those whose 
land had been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s 
legitimate expectation that he wouidbe made a permanent 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner was 
engaged as water pump and mining helper and now he is 
presently working as helper in the mining with the present 
wages of Rs. 100 per day. The II Party/Management is under 
the control of cement wages settlement Board and as per 
the wages board and as per Mines Act, no person should 
be employed under contract labour in extricating work 
especially relating to mines. For the benefit Of the Petitioner 
and other labourers, a collective group provident fond 
account had been opened with contribution from the II 
Party/ Management and amounts are then divided and 
given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is 
entitled to get his service regularised, with all benefite and 
back wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’s action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estaoppel after 
agreeing to given permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, fpr all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with hack wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of service. 


4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement co nt e nd ed that the I,Party/ Workman has never 
been and employee of the IIParty/Management, The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSX Projects P.Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil; Manila 
Trade Union Congress raised dlapute against foe contractor 
of Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages 
before this Court August, 200$ under D.No. 109/2003. 
Therefore, the Petitioner new cfertnflt be heard to set up a 
new caae that they ire employees of I! Pirty/M snagemsnt. 
Further, the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly against the II Party/Management and 
the contractors seeking to pay E Orade Wages at per 
Cement Wages Settlement dated 14-8*2000, Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the petitioner has admitted that he 
being and employee of the contractor of the II Psrty/ 
M a n a g ement and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Msnagement. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mfatfngof lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within foe purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fond is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management . Since the Petitioners notan employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute.The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute agafost the Contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hcncd;tfte Respondent pfayi to 
dismiss the claimwith coete* 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is,- 

(i) Whether^the claim of foe Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with bsck 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Mansgement is legal and justified? 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner ii entitled” 

Point no. 1:— 

6. This matter is pending.for enquiry fpr a iong 
time and neither foe Petitioner norhiscounsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before fois Tribunal .for which, 
the Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the 
fourth time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex- 
parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that 
he worked under foe Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001,, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim* On the other hand, the 
Respondent alleged that for mining work, they have 
entered into Contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. 
and the Petitioner is only an employee UndbfVSK 
Projects P. Ltd. When theRespondent alleged that he is 
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only an employee under the contractor, the bounden 
duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was an employee 
under II Party/Management is on the Petitioner. 

8 . But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is and employes 
under the Respondsnt/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not 1 entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point Na.2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, 1 find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in tha open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005.) 

K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
17 arita, 2006 

W. 8ff,1771- 4li l ffl *Wf flWK 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1771.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. ID-335/ 
2004) of the Central Govt. Indus. Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Ce nral Government 
on 134-2006. 

[No. L-29012/222004-IR (M)} 
B. M. DAVID, Under SeCy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 335/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), 
between the Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. 
Grasim Cement Division (S) and their workman) 

BETWEEN: 

Sri Palanisamy : 7 Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : IIParty/Managament 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division(S) 

Rsddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, 

S.Subramaniam 
& Balaji, 

Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. Mesnakshisundram 

& Dwarakanatham, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No.L- 29012/22/2004-IR (M) dated 
30-04-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

* ‘Whether the claim of Shri Palanisamy for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back wages and all 
benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled?" 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 335/2004 and notices wers issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
ss follows: 

The Petitioner is a worker undsr the II Party/ 
Management from 154-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/ Management was using 26 emloyees 
like the Petitioner and the post is permanent and continuous 
one and therefore, the worker is also deemed to be a 
permanent worker. The Petitioner was one of the land 
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owners in the said area and was previously doing 
agriculture in the land and the said lands were acquired for 
the purpose of setting upo of II Party/Management cement 
plant in tha year 1994-95. At the time of purchase of lands, 
it was promised that II Party/ Management for whom the 
lands were being acquired would employ all those whose 
land had been acquired. Therefore, the Petitioner’s 
legitimate expectation that he would be made a permanent 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner was 
engaged as water pump and mining helper and now he is 
presently working as helper in the mining with thepresent 
wages of Ra.l00per day. The II Party/Management is under 
the controal of cement wages settlement Board and as per 
the wages board and as per Mines Act, no person should 
be employed under contract labour in extricating work 
especially relating to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner 
and other labourers, a collective group provident fund 
account had been opened with contribution from the II 
Party/ Management and amounts are then divided and 
given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is 
entitled to get his service regularised with all benefits and 
back wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’e action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to given permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workmah has never 
been and employee Of the IlParty/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman oflicensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s* VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila 
Trade Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor 
of Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages 
before this Court August, 2003 under I.D.No. 109/2003, 
Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a 
new case that they are employees oflf Party/Management. 
Further, the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly agpinst the II Party/Management and 
file contractors seeking to pay E Grade .Wages as per 
Cement Wages Siettlement dated 14-8*2000. Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ; Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the petitioner has admitted that he 
being an employee of the contractor of the II Party/ 
Management and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Mansgement. The II Party/ 
Management has alwaya been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
d«tod 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is pud by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respoadent/Managemcnt, this Respondent is not a 


necessary party to this diapute.The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is,- 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, rsgularisation with 
back wages and all benefits against the 
Resondent/Management is legal and 
justified? 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 
Point No. 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long 
time and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, 
the Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the 
fourth time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex- 
parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that 
he worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the 
Respondent alleged that for mining work, they have 
entered into contract with M/a. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. 
and the Petitioner is only an employee under VSK 
Projects P. Ltd. When the Respondent alleged that he is 
only an employee under the contractor, the bounden 
duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was an employee 
under II Party/Management is on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner 
has not produced any document to substantiate his claim 
nor he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

PointNo.2: 

The next point to be decided in this case to to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A-Jranscribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August; 2005.) 

K.JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1772.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. ID- 
336/2004) of the Central Govt, Indusrial-Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/24/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 336/2004 

(In the matter of dispute for adjuducation under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S)and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri Krishnamoorthy : 1st Party/Patitioner 

AND 

The Joint president, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman ; M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29ul2/24/2004-1R (M) dated 
30-04-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 


this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the claim of Shri Krishnamoorthy for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd,, Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 336/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this kind 
of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement Division. 
The II Party/Management was using 26 employees like the 
Petitioner and the post is permanent and continuous one 
and therefore, the worker is also deemed to be a permanent 
worker. The Petitioner was one of the land owners in the said 
area and was previously doing agriculture in the. land and 
the said lands were acquired for the purpose of setting up of 
II Party/Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. Al 
the time of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired would 
employ all those land had been acquired. Therefore, the 
Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he would be made a 
permanent employee of the II Party/Management . The 
Petitioner was engaged as water pump and mining helper 
and now he is presently working as helper in the mining with 
the present wages of Rs. 100 per day. The II Party/ 
Management is under the control of cement wages settlement 
Board and as per the wages board and as per Mines Act, no 
person should be employed under contract labour in 
extricating work especially relating to mines. For the benefit 
of the Petitioner and other labourers, a collective group 
provident fund account had been opened with contribution 
from the II Party/Management and amounts are then divided 
and given credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is 
entitled to get his service regularised with all benefits and 
back wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Management’s action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500days of continuous service in a permanent 
vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/ 
Management cannot plead estoppel after agreeing to give 
permanent employment to those persons whose lands were 
acquire for the plant. Hence, for all these reasons, he prays 
this Tribunal to regularise the service of the Petitioner with 
back wages and other monetary benefits with continuity of 
service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been as employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
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Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P.Ltd.The 
Petitioner though his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under D.No. 109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case 
that they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages' 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 
II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 
High Q)urt was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II. Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
' have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(0 “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and'all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified? ” 

(ii) ‘To what relief the Petitioner is entitled? ” 
Points No. 1:— 

6 . This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 28-7- 
2005. Since the Respondent objected for the adjournment 
af hearing and since neither the Petitioner nor his advocate 
appeared before this Court for the fourth time, the Petitioner 
was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 

worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. V , > 

8 . But, as I have already stated tliat the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 


Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A, transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April* 2006 

S.O. 1773. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. ID- 
358/2004) of the Central Govt. Indusrial-Tribuntil-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/23/2064-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRXBUN4L-CUM-LABOIJR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 358/2004 

(In the matter of dispute for adjuducation under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between die 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd., Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workman) 
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BETWEEN 

Sri Arumugam : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint president, : II Palrty/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd, 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates. 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocates. 
AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No, L-29012/23/2004-IR (M) dated 
30*04-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication:— 

“Whether the claim of Shri Arumugam for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back wages and all 
benefits against the management of Grasim Industries 
Ltd., Cement Division (South) Reddipalayam, 
Ariyalur is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 358/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as fuliuws .— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
would employ all those land had been acquired. Therefore, 
the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he would be 
made a permanent employee of the II Party/Management. 
The Petitioner was engaged as water pump and mining 
helper and now he is presently working as helper in the 
mining with the present wages of Rs. 100 per day. The II 
Party/Management is under the control of cement wages 
Settlement Board and as per the Wages Board and as per 
Mines Act, no person should be employed under contract 
labour in extricating work especially relating to mines. For 
the benefit of the Petitioner and other labourers, a collective 
group provident fund account had been opened with 


contribution from the II Party/Management and amounts 
are then divided and given credit to each individual. The 

I Party/Petirioner is entitled to get his service regularised 
with all benefits and back wages and hence, he raised this 
dispute. The II Party/Management’s action in.not 
regularising the service even after more than 500 days of 
continuous service in a permanent vacancy is illegal, 
arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/Management cannot 
plead estoppel after agreeing to give permanent 
employment to those persons whose lands were acquired 
for the plant. Hence, for all these reasons, he prays this 
Tribunal to regularise the services of the Petitioner with 
back wages and other monetary benefits with continuity 
of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner though his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under ID.No. 109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case 
that they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 

II Paz iy/TvIaiiagcxneiii fiieu a Wril Fciiiion arid die Hon oie 
High Cfourt was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No, 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 28-7- 
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2005. Since the Respondent objected for the adjournment 
of hearing and since neither the Petitioner nor his advocate 
appeared before this Court for the fourth, tune, the Petitioner 
was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to substantiate 
his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent alleged that 
for mining work, they have entered into contract with M/s. 
VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. and the Petitioner is only an employee 
under VSK Projects (P.) Ltd. When the Respondent alleged 
that he is only an employee under the contractor, the bounden 
duty to prove the fact that the Petitioner was an employee 
Under II Party/Management is on the Petitioner. 

& But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 :— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly, 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1774.-—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. ID- 
362/2004) of the Central Govt. Indusrial-Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 


workmen, whicn was received by the Central Government 
on 13-4-2006. 

[No. U29012/13/2004-IR (M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TR2BUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CBENNM 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. Jayaraman, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 362/2004 

(In the matter of dispute for adjuducation under clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri Ramalingam : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

ReddipalayamPost 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 

& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/13/2004-IR (M) dated 
31-3-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication: 

‘‘Whether the claim of Shri Ramalingam for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back wages and all 
benefits against the management of Grasim Industries 
Ltd., Cement Division (South) Reddipalayam, 
Ariyalur is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 362/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining worts. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
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owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 
26 employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up to of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that *11 Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
would employ all those land had been acquired. Therefore, 
the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he would be 
made a permanent employee of the II Party/Management. 
The Petitioner was engaged as water pump and mining 
helper and now he is presently working as hleper in the 
mining with the present wages of Rs. 100 per day. The II 
Party/Management is under the control of cement wages 
settlement Board and as per the wages board and as per 
Mines Act, no person should be employed under contract 
labour in extricating work especially relating to mines. For 
the benefit of the Petitioner and other labourers, a collective 
group provident fund account had been opened with 
contribution from the II Party/Management and amounts 
are then divided and given credit to each individual. The 

I Party Petitioner is entitled to get his service regularised 
with all benefits and back wages and hence, he raised this 
dispute. The II Party/Management’s action in not 
regularising the service even after more than 500 days of 
continuous service in a permanent vacancy is illegal, 
arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/Management cannot 
plead estoppel after agreeing to give permanent 
employment to those persons whose lands were acquired 
for the plant. Hence, for all these reasons, he prays this 
Tribunal to regularise the services of the Petitioner with 
back wages and other monetary benefits with continuity 
of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Workman has never 
been an employee of the II Party/Management. The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under D.No. 109/2003. Therefore, 
the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a new case 
- that they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, 
the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages 
Act jointly against the II Party/Management and the 
contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement 
Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the 

II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble 
High Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 


contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my * 

consideration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for f 

continuity of service, regularisation with back 

wages and all benefits against the Responden/ 
Management is legal and justified? 

(ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Points No. 1: 

6 This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represent through their advocate for which 
the Respondent objected for the adjournment of hearing 
and since neither the Petitioner nor his advocate appeared 
before this Court for the fourth time, the Petitioner was 
called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

K But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 

Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 

I find this point against the Petitioner. 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


Point No. 2: 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1775.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. ID- 
365/2004) of the Central Government Industrial-Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/11/2Q04-IR(M)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRTOUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 
PRESENT: K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No.365/2004 

[In the matter of dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workman.] 

BETWEEN 

Sri Balakrishnan : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisun^aram & 
Uwarakanatham, Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/11/2004-IR (M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the claim of Shri Balakrishnan for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
, and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified ? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 365/2004 ahd notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 
as follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
o'wner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose of setting up to of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
would employ all those land had been acquired. Therefore, 
the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he would be 
made a permanent employee of the II Party/Management. 
The Petitioner was engaged as water pump and mining 
helper and now he is presently working as helper in the 
mining with the present wages of Rs. 100 per day. The 
II Party/Management is under the control of Cement Wages 
settlement Board and as per the wages board and as per 
Mines Act, no person should be employed under contract 
labour in extricating work especially relating to mines. For 
the benefit of the Petitioner and other labourers, a collective 
group provident fund account ha<f been opened with 
contribution from the II Party/Management and amounts 
are then divided and given credit to each individual. The 
I Party Petitioner is entitled to get his service regularised 
with all benefits and back wages and hence, he raised this 
dispute. The II Party/Mahagement’s action in not 
regularising the service even after more than 500 days of 
continuous service in a permanent vacancy is illegal. 
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arbitrary and unjust and Respondent/Management cannot 
plead estoppel after agreeing to give permanent 
employment to those persons whose lands were acquire 
for the plant. Hence, for all these reasons, he prays this 
Tribunal to regularise the services of the Petitioner with 
back wages and other monetary benefits with continuity 
of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter Statement 
contended that the I Party/Workman has never been as 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner is a 
workman of licensed contractor of II Party/Management 
namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The Petitioner though 
his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade Union Congress 
raised dispute against the contractor of Management for 
payment of bonus, minimum wages 
before this Court in August, 2003 under I. D. No. 109/2003. 
Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a 
new case that they are employees of II Party/Management. 
Further, the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly against the II Party/Management and 
the contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per 
Cement Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he 
being an employee of the contractor of the II Party/ 
Management and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the workof mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not be II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. X-' thesi' circumstances, the point for my consi¬ 
deration is- - 

(i) ' Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1: 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 


adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining, work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as 1 have already stated that the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

-10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005). 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
17 2006 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1776. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. 1D- 
334/2004) of the Central Govt Industrial-Tribunal-cum- 



3959 


mm : ^ 6 , 2006/^irar 16, 1928 


[qPTII—T5Fg3(ii)] 

Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/21/2004-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM-IABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO.334/2004 

(In the matter of dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Divirion (S) and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Shri Saminathan : 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, : II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. t 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakanatham, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/21/2004-IR (M) dated 
30-04-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the claim of Shri Santinathan for continuity 
of service, regularisation with back Wages and all 
benefits against the management of Grasim Industries 
Ltd., Cement Division (South) Reddipalayam, 
Ariyalur is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief 
the workman is entitled to ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 334/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties. Both sides have entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 


3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly 

as follows:— \ 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1-2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/^Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 
acquired for the purpose Of setting up of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year lw4-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being acquired 
would employ all those whose land had been acquired. 
Therefore, the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he 
would be made a permanent employee of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was engaged as water pump 
and mining helper and now' he is presently working as 
helper in the naming with the present wages of Rs. 100 per 
day. The II Party/Management is under the control of 
cement wages settlement Board and as per the wages board 
and as per Mines Act, no person should be employed 
under contract labour in extricating work especially relating 
to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner and other 
labourers, a collective group provident fund account had 
been opened with contribution from the II Party/ 
Management and amounts are then divided and given 
credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is entitled 
to get* his service regularised with all benefits and back 
wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Managements action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500'days of continuous'service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, Arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquire for the plant. Hence, for all these 
reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the services 
of the Petitioner with back wages and other monetary 
benefits with continuity of service. - 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the I Party/Worianan has never 
been as employee of the II Party/Management.'The 
Petitioner is a workman of licensed contractor of II Party/ 
Management namely M/s. VSK Projects P.'Ltd. The 
Petitioner through his union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade 
Union Congress raised dispute against the contractor of 
Management for payment of bonus, minimum wages before 
this Court in August, 2003 under I D.No. 109/2003. 
Therefore, the Petitioner now cannot be heard to set up a 
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new case that they are employees of II Party/Management. 
Further, the Petitioner filed an application under Minimum 
Wages Act jointly against the II Party/Management and 
the contractors seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per 
Cement Wages Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that 
order, the II Party/Management filed a Writ Petition and 
the Hon’ble High Court was pleased to stay the said order. 
Even in that petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he 
being an employee of the contractor of the II Party/ 
Management and therefore, now he cannot state that he is 
an employee of the Respondent/Management. The it Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20-7-1983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
contractors for their workmen and not by II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my consi¬ 
deration is— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1:— 

6 This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
time, the Petitioner was called absent and set ex-parte. 

7. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 
substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with.M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence, 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 


established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view of the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

17 arfrrf, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 17th April, 2006 

S.O. 1777.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award ( Ref. No. ID- 
368/2004) of the Central Govt. Indusrial-Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure, in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Grasim Industries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 13-04-2006. 

[No. L-29012/9/2004-IR(M)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under, Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 4th August, 2005 

PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 368/2004 

(In the matter of dispute for adjudication under clause (d) 
of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Grasim Industries Ltd. Grasim Cement 
Division (S) and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri Chinnadurai 1st Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Joint President, II Party/Management 

Grasim Industries Ltd. 

Grasim Cement Division (S) 

Reddipalayam Post. 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. Sivam, S. Subramaniam 
& Balaji, Advocates 

For the Management: M/s.Meenakshisundaram & 
Dwarakan atham, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Notification Order No. L-29012/9/2004-IR (M) dated 
31-03-2004 has referred the following industrial dispute to 
this Tribunal for adjudication. 

“Whether the claim of Shri Chinnadurai for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back wages 
and all benefits against the management of Grasim 
Industries Ltd., Cement Division (South) 
Reddipalayam, Ariyalur is legal and justified? If not, 
to what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on iiie as 
I.D. No. 368/2004 and notices were issued to both the 
parties. Both sides have entered appearance through their 
advocates and filed Claim Statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. The allegations in the Claim Statement are briefly as 
follows:— 

The Petitioner is a worker under the II Party/ 
Management from 15-1 -2001 and engaged in mining works. 
He has worked continuously for more than 500 days and 
there was licensed contractor to engage workers in this 
kind of mining works. One Dharani cement was the previous 
owner of the cement plant which was subsequently taken 
over by the II Party/Management as Grasim Cement 
Division. The II Party/Management was using 26 
employees like the Petitioner and the post is permanent 
and continuous one and therefore, the worker is also 
deemed to be a permanent worker. The Petitioner was one 
of the land owners in the said area and was previously 
doing agriculture in the land and the said lands were 


acquired for the purpose of setting upon of II Party/ 
Management cement plant in the year 1994-95. At the time 
of purchase of lands, it was promised that II Party/ 
Management for whom the lands were being, acquired 
would employ all those whose land had been acquired. 
Therefore, the Petitioner’s legitimate expectation that he 
would be made a permanent employee of the II Party/ 
Management. The Petitioner was engaged as water pump 
and mining helper arid now he is presently working as 
helper in the mining with the present wages of Rs. 100 per 
day. The II Party/Management is under the control of 
cement wages settlement Board and as per the wages board 
and as per Mines Act, no person should be employed 
under contract labour in extricating work especially relating 
to mines. For the benefit of the Petitioner and other 
labourers, a collective group provident fund account had 
been opened with contribution from the II Party/ 
Management and amounts are then divided and given 
credit to each individual. The I Party Petitioner is entitled 
to get his service regularised with all benefits and back 
wages and hence, he raised this dispute. The II Party/ 
Managements action in not regularising the service even 
after more than 500 days of continuous service in a 
permanent vacancy is illegal, arbitrary and unjust and 
Respondent/Management cannot plead estoppel after 
agreeing to give permanent employment to those persons 
whose lands were acquired for the plant. Hence, for all 
these reasons, he prays this Tribunal to regularise the 
services of the Petitioner with back wages and other 
monetary benefits with continuity of service. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter Statement 
contended that the I Party/Workman has never been an 
employee of the II Party/Management. The Petitioner is a 
workman of licensed contractor of II Party/Management 
namely M/s. VSK Projects P. Ltd. The Petitioner through 
his Union affiliated to Tamil Manila Trade Union Congress 
raised dispute against die contractor of Management for 
payment of bonus, minimum wages before this Court in 
August, 2003 under I. DJSfo. 109/2003. Therefore, the 
Petitioner now cannot be-heard to set up a new case that 
they are employees of II Party/Management. Further, the 
Petitioner filed an application under Minimum Wages Act 
jointly against the II Party/Management and the contractors 
seeking to pay E Grade Wages as per Cement Wages 
Settlement dated 14-8-2000. Against that order, the II Party/ 
Management filed a Writ Petition and the Hon’ble High 
Court was pleased to stay the said order. Even in that 
petition, the Petitioner has admitted that he being an 
employee of the contractor of the II Party/Management 
and therefore, now he cannot state that he is an employee 
of the Respondent/Management. The II Party/ 
Management has always been engaging licensed 
contractors to do the work of mining of lime deposits. Since 
the Petitioner claims to work in mini cement plant, which 
does not come/Within the purview of Arbitration Award 
dated 20^7^983 and the provident fund is paid by the 
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contractors for their workmen and not be II Party/ 
Management. Since the Petitioner is not an employee under 
Respondent/Management, this Respondent is not a 
necessary party to this dispute. The Petitioner ought to 
have filed the above dispute against the contractor and 
not this Respondent. Hence, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the point for my 
consideration is— 

(0 “Whether the claim of the Petitioner for 
continuity of service, regularisation with back 
wages and all benefits against the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified? 

t^ii) To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Points No, 1:— 

6. This matter is pending for enquiry for a long time 
and neither the Petitioner nor his counsel on record 
appeared for enquiry before this Tribunal for which, the 
Respondent represented through their advocate on 
28-7-2005. Since the Respondent objected for the 
adjournment of hearing and since neither the Petitioner 
nor his advocate appeared before this Court for the fourth 
tine, the Petitbnerw as called absent and aefcex-parte. 

1. In this case, though the Petitioner alleged that he 
worked under the Respondent/Management from 
15-1-2001, he has not produced any document to 


substantiate his claim. On the other hand, the Respondent 
alleged that for mining work, they have entered into 
contract with M/s. VSK Projects (P) Ltd. and the Petitioner 
is only an employee under VSK Projects P. Ltd. When the 
Respondent alleged that he is only an employee under the 
contractor, the bounden duty to prove the fact that the 
Petitioner was an employee under II Party/Management is 
on the Petitioner. 

8. . But, as I have already stated that the Petitioner has 
not produced any document to substantiate his claim nor 
he appeared before this Court to give any oral evidence. 
Under such circumstances, I find the Petitioner has not 
established before this Tribunal as he is an employee under 
the Respondent/Management. Since he has not 
established this fact, he is not entitled to the claim of 
regularisation and other consequential benefits. As such, 
I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2: 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief, the Petitioner is entitled? 

9. In view o f the foregoing findings, I find the Petitioner 
is not entitled to any relief. No costs. 

10. The reference is thus, disposed of accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 4th August, 2005) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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